Response to Comments

CHAPTER 16. INDIVIDUALS’
COMMENTS



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1001 (Julie Ledbetter, April 12, 2010)

1001
Kris Livingston Julie Ledbetter
415-516-2074
From: Julie Ledbetter [julieledbetter@hatmail.com)
Sent: Monday, April 12, 2010 4:12 PM
To: HSR Comments; prp@caltrain.com
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Julie Ledbetter
615 Devon Drive
Hillsborough, CA 94010

April 12,2010

Dan Leavitt  [Sent by Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov (or) by FAX: 916-322-0827]
California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.

1 live in Hillsborough, at the following address: 615 Devon Drive. The Authority’s proposed project design and|
the routing of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely
significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, and to the natural environment. I can assure you that 1
am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the project you propose, which impacts have not
been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

. . . . . 1001-1
Here, specifically, are the impacts that I personally know will occur, unless an alternative route is chosen, or

unless the project is modified in significant ways:

o Describe noise and vibration impacts

e Describe view impacts

e Describe impacts on trees and other vegetation
e Describe public safety dangers

1 believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts I
have described above ~ and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment
you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the
greatest degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement,
or choose a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

1001-2

1 request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you then recirculate
such a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank you for taking my comments
and concerns into account, as the California Environmental Quality Act requires.

1001-3

Yours truly,
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1001 (Julie Ledbetter, April 12, 2010)

1001-1
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.

1001-2

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1001-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1002 (Louise Bonomo, April 26, 2010)

(1]}

Kris Livingston
From: Louise Bonomo [Ibono534@hotmail. com] The New Busy think 9 to 5 is a cute idea. Combine multiple calendars with Hotmail. Get busy.
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 8:57 AM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: chaylock@burlingame org, marc. hershry 1.ca.gov, ieber D ca.gov,

senator simitian@sen.ca.gov, marge.rosen@mail. house.gov; mark. pulido@sen.ca.gov
Subject: Comments on HSR
April 25, 2010
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CAS5814
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:
I am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program Level EIR (EIR). I live in adjacent Hillsborough, but Burlingame is the primary

1002-1

commercial area serving our town,

My son attends Burlingame High School and I am concerned about the impact the HSR would have on the
school itself as well as the community.

Here are my concerns:

» I am worried about noise and vibrations. With the proposed train scheduled (200 trains a day), and the
expected noise "decibel” levels for steel on steel wheels at 125 mph (93 dBA), the noise and vibrations
will increase significantly and cause problems along the train corridor ~ specifically near California Drive.

% I DO NOT LIKE the fact that a possible elevated railway will divide the high school and recreation 10023
facilities from the residents on the west side of the tracks, divide our downtown from east side residents,
and divide east and west side residences.

% Although Caltrain already runs through our neighborhood, the proposed changes will be significant and
harmful. Adding the HSR tracks, pius the extra tracks Caltrain will need to keep running during
construction, plus running trains every 5 minutes, plus adding high electrical poles and wires, will not
only disrupt the already congested traffic in the vicinity, but will also destroy the beautiful landscape of
Eucalyptus trees.

1002-2

1002-4

I think at the very least, you should consider running the tracks alongside our major freeways (highways
101 or 280) or have the train stop in San Jose. The SF Peninsula is densely populated with homes and 1002-5
businesses, and running the tracks through the already-congested corridor of the Caltrain tracks will
disrupt many communities — not only during the construction phase, but afterwards when communities
will be physically divided by this project.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Louise Bonomo
30 Fagan Drive
Hillsborough, CA 94010
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L OHNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1002 (Louise Bonomo, April 26, 2010)

1002-1
See Response to Comment 1017-4.

1002-2

The potential noise and vibration effects of the HST operations will
be estimated and assessed using the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) guidance contained in their “High-Speed Ground
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Report”
October 2005. The project-level noise analysis will include impacts
at sensitive receivers, such as residences, schools, parks, and similar
facilities located along each of the HST project sections. See
Standard Response 5.

1002-3

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has received a number of
comments expressing concern over the impacts of the HST being
placed an elevated structure. The Authority is evaluating multiple
profile alternatives at the project level including at-grade and below
grade alternatives (trench and tunnel) in addition to an aerial profile.
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. In addition, construction of
grade separations where none previously existing would improve
circulation between neighborhood areas.

1002-4

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level

engineering and environmental analyses. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary
system, traffic, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part
of project-level EIR/EIS.

Removal of eucalyptus trees and other mature trees along the
Caltrain corridor will be avoided to the extent possible. Operational
and construction impacts including those related to the removal of
eucalyptus trees along the Caltrain corridor will be addressed as part
of project-level EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts
will be further examined in detail at the project level because they
are a product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and
mitigation can only be done at the project level.

1002-5

The commenter states that the HST should be put alongside major
freeways. The Authority looked at alternatives alongside
transportation facilities including highways, roads, and railroads to
minimize potential impacts as part of the program-level
environmental documents. See Figure 3-1 in the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material which shows the relationship to existing
freeway, highway, and rail corridors. See also Standard Response
10 regarding alternatives.
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1003 (Carol and Tom Gillett, April 24, 2010)

1003

Kris Livingston

From: cgillett [cgillett@sboglobal.net]

Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 12:56 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Comments for EIR on High Speed Train throught the Peninsula

Date: April 24, 2010
Dan Leavitt, Califarnia High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA95814
Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov.
Fax: (916) 322-0827
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:
| am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program Level EIR (EIR). 1 am a Hillsborough resident who supports our local community schools and 1003-1
businesses, and this proposed above ground track will be a MAJOR environmental catastrophe if built above ground..
Here are my concerns:

X | am worried about noise and vibrations. With the proposed train scheduled (200 trains a day), and the expected noise 1003-2
"decibel” levels for steel on steel wheels at 125 mph (93 dBA), the noise and vibrations will increase significantly and cause -
problems for peninsula residents from San Francisco to San Jose

Many residents residing close to the tracks are low income; the impact on their quality of life will be 10033
egregious, and in many cases, they will not be able to move to escape the impact.

Furthermore, there will be noise related lawsuits demanding restitution for noise and vibrations. These

are extremely costly, 1003-4
requiring substantial monies for legal fees and remedies....we should spend the money to build
underground initially and avoid these catastrophic costs.

1003-5

Please analyze and describe how noise levels will increase

[XIHSR will divide Burlingame, San Mateo, Belmont and communities throughout the peninsula.. It will add at least 2 tracks to the

existing 2 tracks used by Caltrain, and possibly more for passing sidings. If tracks are elevated, this is a major change from the

current ground level tracks and would be like putting an elevated freeway through the center of the Peninsula. Further it would 1003-6
divide Burlingame High School and recreation facilities from the residents on the west side of the tracks, divide our downtown from

east side residents, and divide east and west side residences. it would also impact Pale Alto, Menlo and other schools in the

Peninsula.

We hear train noise in Hillsborough now, as the sound rolls up the hill. If trains are elevated, noise will be even louder, impacting | 1003-7
quality of life and property values.
To avoid this, | want HSR and Caltrain tracks underground. | 1003-8

[XElevated tracks with associated wires will be like putting a freeway where there used to be just 2 ground level train tracks. Please | 1003-9
describe how you decided that there will be NO impact on community cohesion for this address.

X Although Caltrain already runs through our neighborhoods, the proposed changes will be significant and harmful. Adding the HSR
tracks, plus the extra tracks Caltrain will need to keep running during construction, plus running trains every 5 minutes, plus adding 1003-10
high electrical poles and wires, will harm how our neighborhood looks and will dominate the landscape.
Other ways this will hurt my area's look and feel:  Peninsula communities cherish our trees and smaller-town environments.
An above ground train will be a blight on the area, creating a catastrophic metal and electric tangle,

once constructed, it can never be remedied,.and will forever denigrate the area.

1003-11

This will also impact the tax base by reducing property values and forcing people in close-by 100312
neighborhoods to leave; there is very little affordable housing in the area, and relocation will likely

drive them to other communities, reducing population and our tax base.

1003-13
Please explain how you concluded that the visual impact of HSR on our community will be "low."

[ My neighborhood will be harmed by extra tracks needed to keep Caltrain running during construction of HSR. This will cause
irreversible damage to neighboring homes and businesses whose property might be taken to run these temporary tracks. Further,
the extra areas required will cut trees and damage long-established plantings along sides of the current tracks. Once again, they can
not be replaced, and the sterile areas would have a traumatic impact on visual and environmental quality of life

1003-14

Current track
[
HSR will harm how we get to school, businesses, and other destinations on the other side of the tracks. _ |IUO3'15

There have been recent suicides and deaths on the current tracks, and HSR above ground will dramatically |1003 16
-16
increase this risk. For safety, tracks need to be placed underground.

Furthermore, tracks and trains can be more adequately secured from any terrorist threats by reducing |1003 17
above-ground access.

| don't want trees, especially our historic Eucalyptus Grove, cut down along the Caltrain right-of-way in Burlingame. |1003-18

X Please ensure that any noise impacts on each classroom in this school comply with American National Standards Institute $12.60 1003-19
Classroom Acoustics Standard and hire an acoustical consultant and ensure that noise levels not exceed 35 dBA in an empty :

classroom.
If HSR is above ground, noise mitigation lawsuits will follow, and we will be
forced to pay for soundproofing houses, schools, and businesses as airlines have had to
do. 1003-20

It is extremely costly, and never ending!
Rather than waste time and money on legal fees and fixes after the fact, we should spend
the money on underground construction initially.

powerful new electrical poles and wires will be needed, and will create an overhead blight as well as requiring tree destruction. 1003-21

L OHNIA,
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1003 — Continued

1003-21
Please describe the effects and how you will mitigate them. cont. Mail Att: Hilary Pearson, Field Representative for San Mateo County,1700 Montgomery Street, Ste 240, San Francisco,
CA 94111
To avoid the problems indicated. you should: FAX: 202-224-0454 (reroutes to SF office)
[l Put the high speed train in a tunnel. U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein
1003-22 Mail Att: Christine Epres, Field Representative, 1 Post Street, Ste 2450, San Francisco, CA94104 Fax to: (415) 393-0710

1 Put the high speed frain in a covered trench.
State Senator Alan Lowenthal, 27th district, Member, Budget subcommittee on Resources, Environmental

Protection, Energy and Transportation, Chair, Committee on Transportation and Housing

Email to Mark Pulido, District Director, Long Beach Mark.Pulido@sen.ca.qov

O Route the high speed train next to highway 101 or 280, which would completely avoid the Caltrain corridor problems.

[J  Stop the high speed train in San Jose and have people get onto Caltrain bullet trains to reach San Francisco.

Very truly yours,

Carof and Tom Gillett

930 VISTA ROAD

HILLSBOROUGH, CA 94010

CC:

cbaylock@burlingame.org

State Assemblymember Jerry Hill,

Mail: 19th District, 1628 S. El Camino Real,

Suite 302, San Mateo, CA94402

Fax: (650) 341-4676

Email Marc Hershmann, Field Representative in San Mateo, Marc. Hershman@asm.¢a.gov
State Senator Leland Yee

Mail: District 8, 400 South EI Camino Real, Suite 630, San Mateo, CA 94402

Email to Dan Lieberman, District Representative for Millbrae and South, Dan. Liecberman@sen.ca.gov

State Senator Joe Simitian, 11th District, Member, Budget subcommittee on Resources, Environmental Protection,
Energy and Transportation, Member, Committee on Transportation and Housing

Mail: 160 Town & Country Village, Palo Alto, CA84301

Fax: (650) 688-6370

Email:Senator.simitian@sen.ca.gov (emails are sent to transportation staffers in Palo Alto and Sacramento
Congresswoman Jackie Speier

Mail; 12" Congressional District, 400 S. E! Camino Real, Suite 750, San Mateo, CA 94402

E

mail: Margo Rosen, District Director for San Mateo office, margo.rosen@mail.house.gov

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Mail: State Capitol Building, Sacramento, CA85814, Fax: 916-558-3160

U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer

Page 16-6
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1003 (Carol and Tom Gillett, April 24, 2010)

1003-1

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website. See also Standard Response 2.

1003-2
See Response to Comment 1002-2 regarding noise and vibration.

1003-3
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1003-4

We acknowledge the comment advocating selection of a tunnel
profile. The Authority is aware that litigation on a wide variety of
issues is a risk with any major infrastructure project such as the
high-speed train. Please see also Standard Response 10 noting that
below grade options will be investigated along the San Francisco to
San Jose Corridor if that corridor is part of the selected network
alternative.

1003-5

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See Standard
Responses 3 and 5.

1003-6

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has received a number of
comments expressing concern over the impacts of the HST being

placed an elevated structure. The Authority is evaluating multiple
profile alternatives at the project level including at-grade and below
grade alternatives (trench and tunnel) in addition to an aerial profile.

1003-7
See Response to Comment 1003-5 and Standard Response 6.

1003-8

Please see Standard Response 10, section regarding alignment
profile alternatives.

1003-9

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existing
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

1003-10

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be done as part of project level engineering and
environmental analyses, if the Caltrain corridor is part of the network
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

system, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of
project-level EIR/EIS.

1003-11

Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in the Final Program EIR, in
most locations the addition of two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-
way would result in a low impact while in some locations there would
be a high visual impact such as where vegetation and landscaping
would be removed, addition of pedestrian overcrossings, or where
the HST alignment would pass over roadways. However, overall the
visual impact was identified to be low. The March 2010 Revised
Draft EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way
acquisition would be required along the Caltrain corridor between
San Francisco and San Jose in some narrow areas. As part of the
follow-on preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort,
design variations may be applied to reduce some of the impacts to
properties and visual impacts.

1003-12

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18,
describes construction methods and typical impacts. Mitigation
strategies were discussed under the various topics in Chapter 3 of
the Final Program EIR.

Construction impacts for the HST project vary with location. A
detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the
Program EIR that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way at most locations, but some temporary construction
detours for automobile traffic and shooflies (temporary detours for
railway tracks) would be necessary. The specific design and
subsequent impacts of temporary construction impacts cannot be

Response to Comments from Individuals

assessed until at least 15% engineering design is complete and the
full extent of impacts cannot be understood until 30% engineering
design is complete during the project level analysis.

Potential impacts include street disruption for relocation of utilities,
raising or lowering the grade of the street for a railway grade
separation, temporary full or partial closure for grade separation
construction or a railway shoofly, loss of on-street parking for the
same reasons. Mitigations for these impacts are developed at the
project level, once suficient engineering work has been completed.
Potential mitigations could include complex construction staging to
minimize the size/scope of street detours/closures or railway
shooflies, creation of temporary replacement parking, increased
traffic control staff and devices to mitigate temporary lane
reductions, educational programs to help motorists avoid
construction areas, utilize temporary parking facilities, or activities to
encourage patronage of affected commercial areas. Mitigations for
noise during construction can include early construction of sound
walls, temporary sound walls and restricted work hours. The
Authority would work with local agencies prior to and during
construction to minimize impacts on adjacent land uses.

Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in the Final EIR, construction
of the HST may require the removal of vegetation and landscaping.
Design practices and mitigation measures would lessen visual
impacts by planting fast-growing trees and by seeding/landscaping
areas disturbed by construction. The Final Program EIR identified
that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable
visual impacts even with mitigation. Specific locations and the scale
of visual impacts will be further examined in detail at the project
level because they are a product of the HST system design, and the
detail necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.

1003-13

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the project would construct grade separations where none previously

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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existing thereby improving circulation between neighborhood areas
and schools, businesses and other destinations. There is the
potential for temporary circulation impacts to occur during
construction. Specific locations and the scale of construction
impacts will be further examined in detail at the project level
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.
Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR, mitigations
strategies such as a traffic management plan would be prepared to
reduce circulation and barrier effects during construction.

1003-14

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18,
describes construction methods and typical impacts at the program
level including temporary construction areas and removal of
landscaping. Specific locations of temporary construction areas and
analysis, including a detailed evaluation of impacts, will be part of
subsequent project-level EIR/EISs.

1003-15

Any impacts on traffic, circulation, transit, parking, pedestrian and
bicycle facilities will be evaluated under the project-level traffic
impact analysis study. Potential impacts on pedestrian and bicycle
connections to and across HST facilities will be analyzed. Detailed
information and analysis of potential traffic impacts due to the
proposed reduction in the number of lanes of Monterey Highway and
feasible mitigation strategies will also be included in project-level
EIR/EISs.

1003-16

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor in Burlingame is currently underway as part of
project level engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of

Response to Comments from Individuals

eucalyptus trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor
will be avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor will be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

1003-17

An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and
objectives. A major component of this plan will be a Threat and
Vulnerability Analysis (TVA). This analysis will identify potential
threats related to transit people and property and will provide
guidance in implementing protective measures through incorporation
of design features and operational tactics. This process will be in
compliance with the U.S. Department of Transportation and
Department of Homeland Security guidelines.

1003-18

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Burlingame and produced a photosimulation that
was presented in Chapter 3.9, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, in
the Final Program EIR. The simulation considered that the distance
measured between the canopy of the trees lining the right-of-way in
Burlingame is between 75 and 85 feet. This distance was compared
to the width of the Caltrain right-of-way south of SR 84, Woodside
Road, in Redwood City, where there are already four tracks for
Caltrain. The total width of the right-of-way in that section is about
77 feet, as measured from an aerial photo. This lead to the
determination at a program level that four tracks could be
accommodated without removal of the existing trees. With the trees
remaining, they would remain the dominant visual feature, making
the visual impact of replacing the existing at-grade railway with HST
and Caltrain on a retained embankment a low visual impact.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

1003-19

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Like the original Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated material involves a
programmatic level of detail. Site specific noise analysis, including a

Response to Comments from Individuals

detailed evaluation of impacts to sensitive receptors such as schools,
will be part of subsequent project-level EIR/EISs. The Authority will
consider the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.

1003-20
See Response to Comment 1003-4.

1003-21

Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. Also see Standard Response 3.

1003-22
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1004 (Steven and Mary Lou Wald, April 10, 2010)

N
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. Ibelieve the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the
g;ivm!?&mz‘lgidwald impacts 1 have dcsc(libcd above — ur}d no} only inmy neighbqrhood‘ but "m z\llv §imilar n.cig}}bqrhm‘)ds
Hillsborough. CA 94010 along the alignment you are proposing. Further, the law requires you Lo_ldcnmy ways to ghmmmc orto |ig04.8

. ' mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You should redesign the project o mcixfdc .
measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a difTerent alignment or project allernative that will

Aprl 10, 2010
e have that effect.
Dm? Lcﬂ_vitt i |F2x: ; '.&?2}0:32?_ 1 request you to revise the Drafi EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you then Niooao
;:;Jsl?rgla mgs‘.' pizdg,:m] Authority reciroulate such a Revised Draft EIR Tor further review and comment by the public. "Thank you for taking

treet, suie . et 13 : ‘e

' ] t, he California Environmental Quality Act requires.
Sacramento, CA 95814 my comments and concems into account, as the i Q y 1
. % 1
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Yours truly,
. . " . Name

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on s ‘/ e, ,,-&‘;4.0 Mw&/
the Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. /

A‘;é =/ /%V(é’/ ’

Tlive in Hillsborough, CA at the following address 925 Hillsborough Blvd.

The Authority’s proposed project design and the routing of the proposed Iigh Speed Train along the
Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my family, my T004-1
neighborhoed, and to the natural environment. I can assure you that I am a “neighborhood expert” with
respect to the real impacts of the project you propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated
and mitigated as the law requires.

Here, specifically, are the impacts that ¥ personally know will occur, unless an alternative route is chosen,
or unless the project is modified in significant ways:

« The noise and vibration studies are not adequate or were made available for 10042
commenting. How far will the noise and vibration travel? What is the impact on animals,
people, and way of life in Burlingame?

« The historic Burlingame Train Station is a draw to visitors from all around the bay area.
HSR’s impact on this historical treasure will adversely affect the retail businesses on 1004-3
Burlingame Avenue and the adjacent streets. As a result, it will greatly impact the town's
revenue from sales and property taxes.

«  The tennis courts in Washington Park will be useless due to the noise and shadows HSR
overpass will create. Using the park’s other faciiities (i.e., BBQ, Lion’s Club, etc.) adds to|1004-4
the livability of Burlingame and Hillsborough and your plan will adversely affect our right
to enjoy this park and basically, restrict our right to the pursuit of happiness.

- The care provided by the assistant living home (Altrea) on Burlingame Ave will be
adversely affected. What studies have been done to demonstrate that seniors living in
or near this center will not be affected negatively?

« HSR construction is akin the San Francisco embarcadero freeway built in the 1950s. It
was an eyesore from day one; it suppressed property values, became a magnate for 1004-6
crime, and created blight for the SOMA area of SF. What studies or measures has HSR
taken to ensure that this does not happen in Burlingame?

1004-5

Please consider building an alternate route, go underground, or simply begin/end the HSR line at San

Jose, and thereby save billions of dollars in construction costs, eminent domain costs, and legal fees. 1004-7

P -
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1004 (Steven and Mary Lou Wald, April 10, 2010)

1004-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1004-2

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See Standard
Responses 3 and 5.

1004-3

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12,
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources. More detailed
information and analysis of potential impacts to the Burlingame train
station will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. Under Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the
procedures to be followed at the project level include identification of
resources, evaluation of their significance under the National

Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial
adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures.
Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be
done at the project level.

1004-4

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public parks and recreation
was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.16 of the 2008
Final Program EIR. The tennis courts at Washington park are
currently over 150 feet east of the existing Caltrain right-of-way and
are further seperated by Carolan Avenue. More detailed analyses
related to impacts on recreational resources during construction and
operation will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis, when more detailed design and location information will be
available.

1004-5
See Standard Response 6.

1004-6

The Embarcadero Freeway was built using early 1950's design and
construction methods. It was located along the waterfront, which at
that time was an industrial area, the port and central produce
market. The switch to containerized shipping in the 1960's lead to
the shipping industry moving across the bay where extensive lands
could be had to establish container shipping facilities.
Redevelopment efforts by the City drew expansion of the Financial
District to the Embarcadero by relocating the produce market out of
downtown. Planning and economic conditions changed the
environment around the Embarcadero Freeway and its removal and

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-12



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

replacement with a surface roadway happened after all the actions
described above. It was placed in a location that was blighted and
then actions by the city and global shipping economics worked to
remove the blight.

HST is being added to an existing railway corridor that has not
blighted, nor retarded economic activity in its vicinity. It is the
expansion of an existing use (the railway, which pre-dates the
development of the city) that the City of Burlingame has grown
around. The comparison to the Embarcadero Freeway is not
applicable.

1004-7
Please see Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1004-8

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1004-9

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1005 (Dr. Macdonald Morris, April 26, 2010)

1005

Kris Livingston

From: Don Marris [don.mmarris@gmail.com|

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 11:43 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material  Comments

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

My wife and I and our one-year-old twins live one and a half blocks from the penninsula rail corridor in
Atherton, which is the proposed high-speed rail corridor. Building the high-speed rail line as proposed would
have very significant impacts on us and our neighborhood as described below. 1have reviewed the EIR and it is
clear that it does come close to adequately addressing these impacts in our neighborhood or others as required
by law. 1do not believe this EIR is acceptable. Here are some of the impacts that are not addressed:

1005-1

The local environment is extremely quiet residential area with low levels of traffic and noise and extensive
areas of native oaks and wildlife habitat. 1t is home to many species including hawks which are nesting next
door to us. (The habitat is so much better preserved than surrounding communities that its shape is clearly
visible from planes as you land at SFO) The noise and vibration from high-speed rail would be devastating to
the local wildlife in what is one of the few -~ if not the only -- remaining level area of relatively undisturbed
native oak habitats on the peninsula.

1005-2

The noise will have significant impacts on us personally. My wife and I are both hard of hearing and we moved 1005-3

to Atherton partly to be in an area where we could hear each other outside without loud noise from traffic and
commercial activity. Frequent high-speed trains would make that much more difficult.

The visual impact of an elevated platform cannot be underestimated. An elevated concrete platform looming 1005-4
overhead would entirely change the character of the neighborhood. A ground level approach might have less
visual impact but would have very significant impacts on rerouting traffic (rod closures would another five | 1005-5
minutes to my commute each way every day). The historic train station would probably fall victim to the | 1005-6
expansion and the serene character of our town center would be destroyed.

Finally we are very concerned about the safety of our children and the EIR has done nothing to appropriately

address or even elucidate the various safety risks. 1005-7

In summary this EIR is not adequate and shoud not be accepted. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Dr. Macdonald Morris
34 Lloyden Drive Atherton CA 94027

Page 16-14
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1005 (Dr. Macdonald Morris, April 26, 2010)

1005-1

The Authority disagrees. The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is part of the Authority's first-
tier, programmatic CEQA compliance. The level of detail in the
impacts analysis is tailored to the level of detail of the decision under
consideration. See Standard Responses 2 and 3.

1005-2

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Impacts to wildlife were considered in Chapter
3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR. Concerns regarding
potential for noise impacts from the HST system to disturb wildlife
along an alignment are acknowledged. More detailed analysis of
potential noise impacts will be provided during project-level
environmental review, when more detailed information will be
available concerning system design and placement, and alignment
variations will also be further considered. Also see Standard
Response 5.

1005-3

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See Standard
Responses 3 and 5.

1005-4

The visual assessment in Chapter 3.9 in the 2008 Final Program EIR
considered the visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula.
The program analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements
taken from aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-
of-way through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way
just north of Atherton where there are currently four tracks.
Observation from the right-of-way determined that most all mature
trees, if not all, are outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR

assumed a retained fill through Atherton, not an elevated structure,
with the train passing over the cross streets on short bridges. The
Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain
within the existing right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the
right-of-way would not be removed, although some trimming could
be required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees
along the right-of-way could work to screen the visual impact and
noise from the project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees will be avoided to the extent possible.
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the
removal of eucalyptus trees can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. In addition, the project-level
environmental analysis could determine which, if any, existing grade
crossing would be closed.

1005-5

All HST tracks will be grade separated; therefore, the alignment itself
will not lead to re-routing of traffic or waiting at signals, except in
the construction phase and due to a few permanent road closures.
The impacts due to traffic accessing HST stations will be analyzed
and presented in project-level EIR/EIS.

1005-6

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12,

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources. The Atherton
Caltrain Shelter is not a designated state or federal historic, and new
determinations of eligibility for sites/resources adjacent to or near
alignments were not part of the scope of the program-level EIR.
Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR
§ 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level include
identification of resources, evaluation of their significance under the
National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any
substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation
measures. Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will
be further examined in detail at the project level because the
identification of potentially affected resources and project effects and
mitigation are dependent on the HST location and system design,
and can only be done at the project level.

1005-7

The HST project under consideration in the Program EIR includes
grade separations to fully separate the HST from local automobile
and pedestrian traffic, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority. The HST
project is therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions
in those areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail
accidents due to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also
includes a fully access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring.
The access controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade
separation, are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the
current condition on the Caltrain corridor of easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks.

Response to Comments from Individuals

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Response to Comments from

Individuals

Comment Letter 1006 (Jerry Carlson, April 25, 2010)

1006
TO: 916-322-0827
DAN LEAVITT
CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

925 L STREET, SUITE 1425
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RE: COMMENTS ON BAY AREA TO CENTRAL VALLEY
REVISED DRAFT PROGRAM EIR

FOUR (4) PAGES FOLLOW

FROM: 650-323-0406

JERRY CARLSON
95 MT. VERNON LANE
ATHERTON, CA 94027

Jerry Carlson
95 Mt. Vernon Lane
Atherton, CA 94027

Tel 650/321-1327
raljer@ir.netcom.com

April 25,2010

Dan Leavitt

Califormia High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street — Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attre Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Materinl Comments

Dear Mr. Leavit,

Introduction

While | am supportive of High Speed Rail (HSR) in concept, [ am not supportive of the CHSRA Revised
ELR for reasons outlined below. It is becoming increasingly evident thit funding dollars will have 1o
magically come from China or some other overseas sourcs if it is over to be built and completed. Neither
the federal, state nor local govemnments will be in any finsncinl position to put the projected finds into the
project. Private financing which will need some form of public gunrantees is very unlikely.

Regional transportation systems throughout the state are *sucking nir’, i.c. they need public funds to stay
alive and that funding iz becoming scarcer as other priorities come into play. Expanding viable regional
Irampurralmrl systems, including Bay Area to Ceatral Valley, would have a greater overall beneficinl
impact on the environment. De.velopmg seamlbess inter modal conneetions using various forms of public
transport solutions, within a region, would get far more cars off the ronds than HSR by itself. Once a viable
regional system is in place in the north and south then link them together by HSR.

My comments focus primarily on policy and process issues since | am an Atherton city councilman and
former mayor, as well as having hun & financinl executive for one of the largest high tech companics, The
following areas will be addressed

= Public comment pruccss including public outrench and response to legitimate public concerns

usbout the process was faved

- Mew information has cnst grave doubts as to earlier route sebection decision.

- Failure to recognize the growing extent of public opposition to

- Failure to plan for terrorist plots against the rail line

I. Requests for additional time to respond to the Revised EIR were lgnm.-d and not responded to
by the authority. 1 personally appeared before the April board meeting, held in San Jose, ns
well as the e and Op questing an ion of the
period beyond 45 days,

8. This is the lurgest public works project ever in the sta‘s and the nation. No
additional time has been allowed for studying. and ing on the
complex EIR issues contained in the dn:umﬂll

b.  Community resources are |imited and organizing volunteers 1o augment the review
and analysis pmms for. mv:h nn hnpnclful project requires additional time for

[006-1

1006-2

1006-3

1006-4

[006-5

CALIFORNIA
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1006 - Continued

¢ The process was further complicated by not incorporating the revised portions
together with the unrevised original document resulting in having to review two long
and complicated documents for analysis purposes, The court ordered the entire
original EIR be decertified which the beard did. ‘The board elected to expedite its
process by not tnking the time to integrate the two documents into one, thus, placing
greater burden on the parties wishing to analyze and comment.

2. There was no meeting held on the Peninsuln to receive public comment despite the boord
knowing that the greatest opposition to the Program EIR and resulting law suit had originated
from concerned residents in this seetion.

3. The board has been slow and apparently very resistant in supplying documents as requested
Ty cities and residents. This has greatly hampered and delayed the studying and analyzing
key pieces of information necessary for making informed comments.

Conclusion - the CHSRA went through the motions to comply with the court’s ruling to the
minimal extent, There was o lete disregard for allowing ient time and creating

maaningful time apportunities I’arrndequnr.c public comment. This has further added to the deep
distrust the Peninsula cities have towards the authority and its ability to exercise responsible
Judgment in overseeing this project,

26 INV A

tself, has admitted that the earlier ridership numbers are not valid. As part of

revenues were key factors in the
selection of the Bay Area to Central Valley Route, The board is demonstrating a tack of
honesty by ignoring this new finding and its potential impact on carlier route conclusions. It
hus opened itself up to yet another law suit by not taking this into account in its revised EIR.
There are billions of state and federl tax payer dollars ultimately at risk with this project,
Public agencies should et the standard for making certain that any subsequent significant
fctors that are potential determinates of success or failure on a public project be brought
forward and recognized in ing earlier Tusi

2, The Authority’s failure to restudy the route from the Central Valley to the Bay Area after key
factors have changed directly affecis the roule selection for the San Jose to San Francisco
portion of the Bay Area route. The court could not have anticipated, nor could have the
plaintiff's attorney known that the ridership and reveaue figures were based on flawed
modeling which is still be investigated by owside cxpents. 1f this fact had been known ot the
time of trial the court would have had additional cause to rule whether the process had been

followed,

3, Comparison of using the Caltrain corridor with other possible Peninsule routes such ns
Inighway corridors 101 and 280 was flawed. The CHSRA board members representing San
Franeiseo and San Jose sold the other board members to conclude that the Caltrain was the
only feasible corridor for the Peninsula. All the other segments had more than one other

i ive that was 1o be i . CHSRA should have selected a potential aperator to
evaluate the horizontal routing for this segment to further ascertain the benefits and liabilities
of each potential Peninsula route. The study put info slternative routes wos not complete.

4, Unlike the other segments the conclusion to use the Caltrain corridor had already been
established before within the Program EIR as being the only acceplable route. Cities and
residents never had an opportunity to weigh in on the process. The Program ETR provides
‘whnt the henefits will be for Caltrain, 1t does not discuss the potential problems and conflicts
between Caltrain and HSR that are beginning to come to the public’s attention. Generally, the
corridor cities are on the side of Caltrain and want (o see it survive as a viable regional
transportation system. However, if HSR uses dedicated tracks rather than sharing them with
Caltrain the Baby Bullet train will not have necessary passing tracks needed for passing trains.
ahead of it and, consequently, we not survive. This will allow HSR to capture all the riders
going directly to or from San Jose to San Francisco from Caltrain. Caltrain is already ina dire
financial situation which will be further decpened if Baby Bullet dies. In addition, certain

1006-5

10066

vertical rail alignments may preclude Caltraln and HSR being able to share overhead
electrification equipment further harming Caltrain.

ion — the CHSRA has left itself open to further legal challenges including its conclusion to

use the Calirain corridor, The Peninsuls section was not adequately studied and the same
ridership and revenue flaws apply. In addition, it is evident from Caltrain’s awn admission that it
cannot survive without electrification funds from the High Speed Rall project. CHSRA bas
offiered to help secure these funds from the stimulus funding process under the ruse of it being an
“independent utility’ example. As the project EIR proceeds, two important abservations cin be
made; 1) the money estimates in the Progran EIR do not contain funding for Caltrain tracks or
grade crossings while HSR is presumed (o be on n aerial structure; and b} HSR will become a

itor of Caltrain for the San Jose to San Francisco business which guarantees that neither
will be profitable in this track section. This is anotber example of the growing distrust of the
viability of the project and the ability of the board to manage & complicated transportation project.

o n T ateatd e
LG ity grass roots organizations have been formed up and down the Peninsula. Several

hundred thousands of dollars have been raised 1o date from concemed citizens, many of
whom ariginally voted for HSR but are no Jonger supporters, Many feel the manner in which
Prop. 1A *sold" the HSR project was misleading and a slick marketing effort. There is the
same reaction towards the § 9 million that has been allecated to the public relations firm to do
*qutrcach efforts’ which is translating into mors slick marketing campaigns. Requests from
the cities to help inform residents ahout the Altemnatives Analysis process is being denied
without any reason being given. (It's a Sscramento decision meaning the authority and its
staff) The local press is aligning with the protests and even calling for a new ballot measure
to invalidate Prop. 1A or to make significant changes.

2. Peninsula cities have already taken action to fund lobbying activities in Sacramento and
Washington D.C. to represent the interests of their constituents. In addition, they are
providing funding to hire world class 1o provide expert testi in expected
future legal sctions. These preparations are being prompted by the distrust towards the
CHSRA board and its make up of politiclans instead of qualified tansportation experts, The
cities have noted that the Peer Review Committee called for in AB 3034 is not being
supported by CHSRA in its funding requests to the state legislnture, This is another sign that
the board should not be trusted to carry out what the voters thought they were voting for.

3. Members of the state have become i ingl d about CHSRA bourd's
handling of the project. Senate Budget Committee members want the preject to be *done
right'. Unless the project can be ‘done right” it shouldn't be done at all.

4. There is a growing perception that HSR is not good for either Caltrain or the corridor.
Peninsula cities and residents support the long term viahility of Caltrain including the
possibility of finding additional long term funding mechanisms. However, the evolving plan
for HSR {s raising serious questions about the poteatial negative impact on Caltrain's future.
Co-existence along the same corridor will mean competition for riders and revenes.,
Caltrain’s existence is dependent on using HSR tracks for thelr Bullet Train; however, HSR is
stating (Sacramento) that HSR will need a pair of *dedicated” tracks. The potentinl
operational and other problems that have to be resolved should have been spelled out in the
Revised EIR.

5. Atthe recent CHSRA board meeting, in San Jose, many community members who had waited
heurs to address the board concerns about the project, which had been placed at the end of the
agenda were not allowed to do so because the room wes booked for snother function. Tt is
noteworthy, however, that the room was still not being used for other purposes hours later.
“This one incident in itself may not be a big deal but all the litle and medium size deals like
this adds up to one very big deal — the authority is not dealing in good faith.

=~ The Revised EIR continues o resemble more o marketing document than an
impartial EIR analysis of the facts and what mitigation needs to be applied.

1006-6

1006-7

LirorNIA
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1006 - Continued

Revised EIR Fails to Adequately Address Security 1ssues
I. Homeland Security and other U.S, agencies are concerned about potential terrorist or other
threats to rail lines. [ Europe, the sccurity threat to HSR and the actual occurrence in Spain
are cansing plans to be formulated for security checks of mil stations. CHSRA slwukt adopta
policy that incorporates security feature into the operational plan for HSR. Additi
personne] and securily space needs to be factored into the plans. The additional time fwors.
facility impacts and costs should be added to the Program EIR as being significant potentinl

environmental factors that nead (o be idered ghout the system. [ ions of
power and derailment from an aerial structure through compact residential areas are examples
of fos that should be i d into the planning process.

Conclusion = CHSRA needs to ensure that security i ions are and

is planned for each route option and included in the station requirements.

The concerns and fears associated with HSR are growing on the Peainsuln. The impact of the horizontal
route would be much less if the 280 corridor was used and would give passengers a much more scenic route
from San Jose to San Francisco. Grawve new concerns about the potential negative impact of HSR on
Calirain's ability to survive are accelerating. There is concern that HSR won't get the funds to *do it right"
and the resulting environmental impact on the Peninsala would be enormous. There is equal concem that a
partially constructed system that is never finished for lnck of finding will cause problems along the entire
sysiem. I'|n1|!)', ﬂm: isa dcep distrust about the ebility of the board to manage this type of project

would still be taxed o the limit to meet all the challenges but at
least might hav\: a small chance for success,

1006-8

1006-9
1006-10

1006-11

ALIFORNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1006 (Jerry Carlson, April 25, 2010)

1006-1
Comment noted.

1006-2

The Authority disagrees with your statement. For more information
on the funding plan, please see the Authority's Business Plan.

1006-3

State law created the California High-Speed Rail Authority with
specified powers and duties relative to the development and
implementation of a high-speed train system. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC), Bay Area Rapid Transit District
(BART), PCJPB (Caltrain), and the High Speed Rail Authority, along
with a coalition of rail passenger and freight operators, prepared the
San Francisco Bay Area Regional Rail Plan, which was adopted by
the MTC in September 2007. The Regional Rail Plan examines ways
to incorporate passenger trains into existing rail systems, improve
connections to other trains and transit, expand the regional rapid
transit network, increase rail capacity, coordinate rail investment
around transit-friendly communities and businesses, and identify
functional and institutional consolidation opportunities. The plan
also includes a detailed analysis of potential high-speed rail routes
between the Bay Area and the Central Valley consistent with the
Authority’s environmental review of the proposed rail lines. Overall,
the plan looks at improvements and extensions of railroad, rapid
transit, and high-speed rail services for the near term (5-10 years),
intermediate term (10-25 years), and long term (beyond 25 years).
The Regional Rail Plan is intended to create a rail network that
addresses the anticipated growth in transportation demand and help
deliver the long-range vision of rail for the Bay Area.

Funding priorities established by state and local governments have
and certainly will continue to influence the focus of and
implementation of this regional rail plan into the future.

See also Response to Comment L003-44.

1006-4
The commenter's summary of comment issues is noted.

1006-5

See Standard Response 1 regarding the purpose and scope of the
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. The commenter requests
an extension of the 45-day comment period provided for this
document. Consistent with CEQA requirements, the Authority has
provided a 45-day public comment period under CEQA, from March
11, 2010, to April 26, 2010. The Authority has not extended the
comment period beyond April 26, 2010, however, the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material has been publicly available since March 4,
2010, a week before the official 45-day public comment period
commenced on March 11, 2010. The document has therefore been
available to the public for a total of 52 days. Two public meetings
were held on April 7, 2010 in San Jose to receive comment on the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material. In addition, public meetings
were held throughout the study area on the 2007 Draft Program
EIR. On March 22, 2010, the Authority went beyond the
requirements and made the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Revised
Draft Program EIR Material References available through the
Authority’s website.

1006-6

The comment states that the Court in the Town of Atherton case did
not address the ridership model and suggests that this is due to the
fact that the Court and the public had no information to indicate any
problems with the model. The comment has not accurately
characterized the Town of Atherton ruling, which includes the
following: "The Court finds that the EIR provides an adequate of
HSR operations, supported by substantial evidence. The ridership
forecasts were developed by experts in the field of transportation
modeling and were subject to three independent peer review
panels." (Ruling, pp. 7-8.) The Authority also disagrees with the
characterization that new information exists that was not available
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previously. The ridership and revenue forecasting model was
developed for a public agency, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, and it has been availble to the public since 2007,
including all components of the model. The model has provided a
robust tool for forecasting ridership and identifying certain of the
environmental impacts in the Program EIR. See also Standard
Response 4.

1006-7

The Authority acknowledges the concerns expressed by individuals,
organizations, and local governments along the San Francisco
Peninsula. The alignment alternative identified in the 2008 Final
Program EIR for the Caltrain Corridor is identified as involving shared
track operations where HST would share track with Caltrain
commuter trains. A detailed discussion of coordinated Caltrain/HST
operations is beyond the scope of the Program EIR because it is
dependent on more detailed, project-level design for the corridor
and the planned operations of the two passenger services.
Autohrity staff believe the Revised Final Program EIR contains an
appropriate environmental analysis that fully complies with CEQA.
See also Standard Response 10.

1006-8

See Response to Comment 1003-17. The HST would be designed to
have fully grade-separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety,
signaling, and automated train control systems to minimize the
potential for derailment. The Authority would build upon the
extensive experience of HST operation in other countries. Future
HST Operations Plans will include emergency response measures.
FRA regulations also address safety concerns, and this system would
comply with those regulations.

1006-9

While views from the HST train are important, numerous other
factors must be taken into consideration for selection of a preferred
HST alignment. See Standard Response 10.

Response to Comments from Individuals
1006-10

Caltrain has stated that their future as a viable commuter rail system
is dependent on funding associated with the HST. CHSRA
coordination with Caltrain will assist with realizing critical
improvements to the Caltrain system in conjunction with the
implementation of the HST. In addition, Caltrain would benefit from
the creation of a fully grade-separate right-of-way, allowing trains to
operate more safely by eliminating at-grade traffic and pedestrian
crossings.

The PCJPB owns the Caltrain right-of-way from San Jose to San
Francisco. The Authority and PCJPB have negotiated a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) to work together on the
corridor and to develop a “single vision” for the corridor moving
forward into the future. The MOU was approved by the California
High Speed Rail Authority Board on March 5th, 2009. The PCJPB
approved the MOU on April 2nd, 2009.

The purpose of this MOU is to establish an initial organizational
framework for CHSRA and PCJPB to engage as partners in the
planning, design and construction of appropriate improvements in
the Caltrain Rail Corridor to accommodate both the near-term and
long-term needs of the parties. As work on the HST system
proceeds, it is expected that the MOU will be amended or replaced in
order better to address the specific roles and responsibilities of the
parties.. Also see Standard Response 10.

The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system will be
further evaluated and refined as part of the preliminary engineering
and project-level environmental review and will include trench
and/or tunnel concepts in sensitive areas or where it is an
appropriate and necessary design option for the network alternative
that is ultimately selected by the Authority for further evaluation.
Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities and costs
will be among the factors considered as part of this review.

1006-11

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-21



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Under its enabling legislation and Proposition 1A, the Authority is and intends to follow this mandate. Comment acknowle
tasked with constructing and operating a HST system in California
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Comment Letter 1007 (Cheryl DeCook-Morgan, April 23, 2010)

1007

Kris Livingston

79 Snowden Ave.

From: ca_ecookmorgan@aol.com

o ;rsldF?E:rE;l:r?t%mm 1o Atherton, CA 94027

Sulbject: Commants on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR )

Attachments: High Speed Rail lefter.docx April 23, 2010
Dan Leavitt

Dear Dan Leavitt California High-Speed Rail Authority

| am a United States citizen living on the San Francisco Peninsula and have great concern on this topic., 1007-1 925 L Street, Suite 1425 0071
Sacramento, CA 95814 cont.

Please read the attached letter regarding the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Drait Progranm EIR.

| appreciate your attention and consideration to this subject.
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

Sincerely,
This letter is to ask you to please consider routing alternatives for the High Rail train tracks. The

Cheryl DeCook-Morgan Peninsula in the San Francisco Bay area is not a good focation for fast trains to travel through. There are
so many quaint quiet communities that would be impacted. Businesses would need to close or relocate,
many of them small business owners. Hundreds of homes are next the train tracks and the increased
noise and vibration would make it undesirable for home owners to enjoy a quiet meal or a proper nights
rest. Many majestic heritage trees are living along the existing Cal Train tracks but would be killed if the
tracks were made wider.

| believe the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. It
would be more appropriate to have the train run along side a major freeway like Highway 101 or 280. !
kindly request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then again circulate a Revised Draft EIR for further review
and comment by the public. The draft should study the following aiternatives:

e Ending the High Speed Train in San Jose

e Highway 280 corridor

e Highway 101 corridor

| live in Atherton, at the address shown above. The Authority’s proposed project design and the routing
of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause negative impacts to me, my 10073
family, my neighborhood, and to the natural environment. The impact would be increased intensity and
frequency of noise and vibration. The trees, vegetation and wild animals would also suffer.

| believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the
impacts | have described above in all communities along the Peninsula. The California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Authority to identify ways to eliminate or mitigate these impacts to the
degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement | 1007.4
or choose a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect. Please redo the current
Draft and ten circulate it for additional public view.

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns in to account, as the California Environmental Quality

Act requires.
Sincerely,

Cheryl DeCook-Morgan
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Comment Letter 1007 - Continued

Thank you,

Cheryl DeCook-Morgan

Enclosure 3
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1007 (Cheryl DeCook-Morgan, April 23, 2010)

1007-1

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. More detailed analyses related
to impacts on businesses and residences including noise and
vibration as well as impacts to heritage trees during construction and
operation will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis, when more detailed design and location information will be
available.

1007-2

The commenter states that the HST should be put alongside major
freeways. The Authority looked at alternatives alongside
transportation facilities including highways, roads, and railroads to
minimize potential impacts as part of the program-level
environmental documents. See Figure 3-1 in the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material which shows the relationship to existing
freeway, highway, and rail corridors.

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1007-3

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural

environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision. More detailed analysis of potential noise and vibration,
trees, vegetation, and wildlife impacts will be provided during
project-level environmental review, when more detailed information
will be available concerning system design and placement, and
alignment variations will also be further considered. Also see
Standard Response 5.

1007-4

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1008 (Kenneth A. Fox, April 25, 2010)

(
100% 7 BENEFITS: We peninsula residents will have to drive just as far to take the train as we do to take an airplane. The 1008-9
HSR will do nothing to reduce congestion on the peninsula

Kris Livingston

[ could go on, but my point is that the EIR effort is very superficial. Some of the peninsula communities asked for the

From: Ken Fox [kennethafox@comcast.net]

Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 B:46 PM revision, yet you gave them little. | think you are rushing through this to qualify for federal funds. That is not acceptable 1008-10
To: HSR Comments for a project that wili cost way more than the present estimates

Subject: Attn: Bay Area to Central Valley revised Draft Program EIR Material commenis

Sincerely, Kenneth A. Fox

From: Kenneth A. Fox
50 Mount Vernon Lane, Atherton Ca, 94027 April 25, 2010

To Dan Leavilt
California High Speed Rail Authority
9251. Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, Ca 95814

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Let me introduce myself as a starting point. | have lived at my present address in Atherton for over 20 years, and on the
Peninsula since finishing graduate school at UC Berkeley in 1969 There are two ( one acre) house lots separating me
from the Cal Train tracks, so | qualify as someone who knows the area and also is going to be adversely impacted by this
HSR project.

1008-1
The EIR and its revised draft do not begin to address the environmental impact of this project, unless you do not consider
these communities and their residents as part of the environment. It must be redone in a much more thorough manner,
and a route cannot be chosen until that is done

In my opinion the report is nothing more than a justification for choosing the most expedient route - the path of least
resistance.

Imagine for a moment that there were no Cal Train route. If the HSR were to run down the Peninsula, it would most likely
be situated along highway 101, The Cal Train route works for Cal Train because it is a relatively slow speed train that 1008-2
can run on the surface. It goes through the center of communities because it stops at each and serves the residents.
Putting an elevated 100 mph train through these communities will fundamentally change the environment:

1. FREQUENCY: A Cal Train passes through every half hour on the average. If one is to believe Quentin Kopp, a train |IOOS-3
will leave SF every 5 minutes. A high speed train would pass every two and a half minutes.

2 NOISE: Nothing in the report discusses the noise impact relative, say, to Cal Train. |IUOS-4
3. VIBRATION: Same as above. | doubt any measurements have been made. |[oog.5

4. DISRUPTION DURING CONSTRUCTION: Itis hard to imagine either the magnitude or time to compiete. Why are |1008—6

you not telling us.

5 ELEVATED TRACKS: Apparently the alternative of choice, at ieast for you, not for us. It will divide these communities
in half. While the elevation will be safer, it will facilitate sound projection, adversely affecting a much wider swath than Cal 1008-7
Train. ltis also going to be ugly. Your report does not discuss a tunnel.

6 PROPERTY VALUES: While the popular view of these communities is that we are privileged, that seems to mean we

are given little consideration. Most of us have lived here for a long time and contributed heavily to the local communities

and economy. For example, my house is worth more than five million. My wife is already talking about selling. If we 1008.8
don't, and the train goes through here, we will lose at least a couple million. So will all of our neighbors. | suspect your a
only compensation will be for the properties you seize (at much less than market value). The rest of us will just take the

hit.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1008 (Kenneth A. Fox, April 25, 2010)

1008-1

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged. The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation
measures were not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic
environmental review process examining the impacts of 21 network
alternatives at a broad level of detail. More detailed analysis of
potential environmental impacts will be provided during project-level
environmental review, when more detailed information will be
available concerning system design and placement, and alignment
variations will also be further considered.

1008-2

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of U.S. 101
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered a
potential HST alternative along U.S. 101 between San Francisco and
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the
Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process. The U.S. 101
alternative was screened out from further study in the program
environmental documents for practicability reasons. The Authority
and FRA revisited this alignment alternative as part of the
alternatives screening for the project level environmental
documents. The alternatives analysis affirmed the previous
conclusions that this alternative was not practicable.

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening

for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website. See also Standard Response 2.

1008-3

The current infrastructure, with a fully signaled and electrified
system, will support up to 12 trains per hour per direction of
combined Caltrain and HST service. As the level of demand
increases, certain locations will need to be expanded to three or
possibly four tracks to support more frequent service levels,
especially during peak travel times. The HST system is planning for
10 HST trains per hour per direction and another 10 Caltrain trains
per hour per direction during the peak hours.

Detailed operational analysis is currently under development for the
joint use corridor, serving Caltrain, HST and freight trains.

1008-4

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See Standard
Responses 3 and 5.

1008-5

As discussed in the Response to Comment 1008-4, the HST
environmental document is a program-level document. More
detailed information and analysis of vibration impacts and mitigation
will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.

1008-6

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18,
describes construction methods and typical impacts at the program
level including temporary construction areas and removal of
landscaping. Specific locations of temporary construction areas and
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analysis, including a detailed evaluation of impacts, will be part of
subsequent project-level EIR/EISs.

In its December 2009 Business Plan Report to the Legislature, the
Authority identified that the HST project could enter into
construction in 2012, with revenue service beginning in 2017, or
earlier, and be complete by 2020. See the Authority website:
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/news/FactSheetBusinessPlan.pdf.

1008-7
See Response to Comment 1039-1. See also Standard Response 5.

1008-8
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1008-9

On the contrary, HST service will attract some long-distance trips
from major roadways thereby leading to an overall improvement in
traffic conditions in the region. See Table 3.1-2 of the Bay Area to
Central Valley HST Program EIR/EIS for trip diversions from intercity

Response to Comments from Individuals

freeways to HST. More detailed analysis including traffic volumes
and Level of Service on major roadways will be included in the
project-level analysis. See also Responses to Comments 0004-11
and 1009-15.

1008-10

We disagree that this document is superficial or that the Authority is
rushing the process to qualify for federal funding. The Authority
started its Bay Area to Central Valley program EIR/EIS in 2005. The
document was intentionally crafted using CEQA and NEPA tiering
provisions to allow for a general evaluation of how to connect the
high-speed train system between the Bay Area and the Central
Valley. While program environmental documents have less detail
than project-level documents, they are appropriate tools to serve the
decision making process involved here. The Revised Draft Program
EIR has been recirculated to respond to the court judgment in the
Town of Atherton case and to reach a conclusion to a process that
has been ongoing for five years.
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Comment Letter 1009 (William C. Grindley, April 23, 2010)

T

William C Grindley
151 Laurel Street, Atherton, CA 94027

Mr. Dan Leavitt Aprit-12;2018
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

23 April 2010

Subject: Comments Regarding the Bay Area to Central Valley,
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, dated March 2010

Dear Mr. Leavitt: These comments are filed with the Authority in
recognition of the gravity of the proposed high-speed rail’s impact on
communities along the SF-SJ Peninsula corridor.

General Comments On The Draft Revised EIR - Once again, the
Authority succeeded In not seriously looking at Bay Area alternatives other than
the Peninsula corridor. This has to be challenged.

The revised EIR also succeeds in not defining what low, medium or high impacts
mean. The EIR pay the EIR consultants, not some Independent body, and set
the unknown definitions and rules. This is too nepotistic for a project of such
magnitude,

A Bias Agai Including Oakland - To paraphrase Gertrude Stein,
there is a there called Oakland. Oakland’s population was asked to choose
whether they wanted a statewide system in 2008, but they weren't told they
were to be excluded because the basic criteria for the HSR were to serve San
Jose and San Francisco.

The Costs Of Getting To There versus Only Serving SF and SJ -
Another continued bias in the revised EIR Is the Authority’s willingness to
selectively include the costs of HSR getting to Oakland in order to exclude an
East Bay -orlented solution. For example, in Item 9 of Table 5-2 we find that
the Peninsula corridor cost ‘only’ $12,58B. This is a false comparison since no
access to Oakland is included. However, when the costs of the Transbay
tunnel, cited at $4.6B on page 7-13 (first paragraph) and the costs of the
Transbay Terminal ( page 7-24, last paragraph, ". . results in approximately
400 million in additional costs for the Transbay Transit Center station
alternative.”) are added into the costs of the S)-SF via the Caltrain corridor
($14.47B), the total costs of getting HSR to all three Bay Area cities (Oakland,
SF and SJ) is $19.407B. That's nearly $5B8 more to come up the Peninsula and
cross the Bay, making the real solution to serving all three cities considerably

more.

Page 10l 8

10091

1009-2

1009-3

[009-4

The MTC seems complicit in this approach, as on page 7-16 (end of paragraph
4) when It says "the MTC preference for Altamont Includes an ultimate
connection to Oakland from San Francisco via a new Transbay tube.” In short,
MTC really wants an Oakland-SF connection; but doesn't demand such cost
comparisons of the Authority. Cost comparisons are manipulated to have the
least cost option be the CalTrain corridor.

Page-By-Page Analyses — The following challenges the false logic, spurious
reasoning and bias in the Revised Draft EIR (March 2010)

Page 3-1 paragraph 4 and 5 - Citing the UPRR July 2008 “letter
indicated its support for high-speed rail . . .” However, in the center of
paragraph 5, it says "UPRR’s concerns pertain . ., . and to its freight easement
on Caltrain’s rail tracks between San Francisco and San Jose.” How can UPRR
support high-speed rail and yet simultanecusly be concerned ? This duality is
highlighted on page 3-9 (paragraph 2) when it says of UPRR's statements ™ . .
the land use impacts of HSR alignments remain significant under CEQA."”

Page 3-3, paragraph 4 - Perhaps there is compatibility with PCIB
right-of-way; but that does not mean there is compatibility between high-speed
rall and local land uses. A non sequitur is used to justify keeping the
compatibility conclusion unchanged.

Page 3-3, paragraph 5 - The same non-sequitur device is used to keep
property impacts between low and medium by saying basically that since
Caltrain is already here, it's OK to have high-speed rail.

Page 3-4, paragraph 5 - ". . . it is likely that HST would be built at
grade,” Ithought there was a federal regulation requiring all high-speed rall to
be grade separated. This phrase is repeated in paragraph 1 on page 5-2" .. Is
assume to be a mix of at-grade . . ." It s repeated again on page 6-2 (last
paragraph) when it says * . . property acquisition would be required for a 4-
track at-grade alignment . . "

Page 3-5, paragraph 1 - How can high-speed rail take part of a
highway's right of way. Where does California’s DOT stand on this issue ?

Page 3-7, paragraph 7 (last) - By saying of Fremont and the
Dumbarton alignment, "This area is densely developed along the UPRR right-of-
way . . " and not acknowledging the same densely developed properties along
the CalTrain corridor, is where the bias of the authors in ranking the impacts
stands out most. How does one similar residential, adjacent area only rate a
low property impact (Peninsula corridor communities) and another have high
property impact (Fremont) ?

Page 20fB

10094
cont

10085

196

1006-7

1009.8

10099

1009-10

ICALIFORNIA,
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Comment Letter 1009 - Continued

Page 5-2, paragraph 1 - The document acknowledges narrow Caltrain
right of ways in eight Peninsula cities. Yet the document contends that
property impacts (from those narrow right-of-ways) are low. Isnt that a
contradiction ?

Page 5-2, paragraph 1 - The potential acquisition costs of 10 acres for
right-of-ways in the eight cities is put at $16.5 million (2006 dollars). 1 would
demand to see how that was calculated as it seems very low considering not
only residential costs along the Peninsula but also the costs of shuttering
businesses that would lie within the needed area for the four-track right-of-way.

Page 5-2, paragraph 3 - The "Only the network alternatives that
include the San Francisco to San Jose . . . show revisions” This is a clear
statement that the Authority did not take other alignments seriously enough to
calculate their comparative costs.

Page 5-6, Table 5-2, Revised Table 4.2.3, Item 9 - The authorizing
law (AB3034) requires the first sections of the high-speed rail system to be
bullt in sections that cost the least to built. The revised EIR recognizes this
when on page 7-8, paragraph 5, last sentence, item 10) It says "less cost for
the first phase of the system between the Bay Area and Anaheim”.

However, in Item 8 of Table 5-2 we find that the Peninsula corridor cost
‘only’ $12.58B. This is a false comparison. The three more expensive solutions;
Items 9, 10, and 11, get passengers not only to San Francisco, but also to
Oakland; whereas the SF Peninsula solution (Item 8) only gets passengers
between San Jose and San Francisco. We need apples-to-apples comparisons
to make a judgment of what to build according to the law.

When the costs of the Transbay tunnel, cited at $4.6B on page 7-13 (first
paragraph) are added into the costs ($14.47B) of the S)-SF via the Caltrain
corridor, the total costs of getting HSR to all three Bay Area cities (Oakland, SF
and SJ) Is $19.07B.

Only by the Authority’s election to exclude connecting to Qakland does the SJ-
SF via the Caltrain corridor stay the cheapest ($14.478 vs. $19.07B). This
seems a clear bias to avoid the law's demands and attain what the Authority
has inalterably said about its preferred route - up the Peninsula on the JPB
right-of-way.

Page 6-2, Travel Conditions (underlined) - The claim is that the HST
Network Alternative would * . . reduce existing automobile traffic” The ability of
high-speed rail to reduce today's (existing) automobile traffic is questionable.

Page 6-2, Travel Conditions (underlined) - Here the paper points
out that ™, . potentially resulting in significant traffic impacts in the northbound
direction . . * However, on page 6-6, Travel Conditions, the claim is that
reducing travel lanes on the Monterey Highway from six to four (a 30%

Page3olf

00911

1009-12

1009-13

1009-14

100915

I009-16

reduction) would "slightly increase traffic congestion . . " On page 6-2 closing
lanes Is significant, whereas two pages later it s slight.

Page 7-8, A. Pacheco, paragraph 5 - In the preceding paragraph the
Authority names elght luminaries (including the deceased Tom Lantos) and
organizations that support the Pacheco Pass alternative. Then they list 10
reasons why these notables support Pacheco Pass, However, they don't
correlate which of these people or organizations support that alternative for
which of the one or more of the ten r For ple, Congr
Honda might support it because of number 5, that it aveids impacts on wildlife
which still opposing it on the nine other points the Authority implies he supports
it for. That method is called innocence by association. Just using that example,
we find that Congressman Honda also supports the Altamont Pass alternative.
Was he asked which of the two he supported or is he just for high-speed rail in
general and therefore his opinion Is solicited ?

Page 7-8, A. Pacheco, paragraph 5 - CalTrain HPB support for high-
speed rail is no surprise as they are direct beneficlaries of the project. What is
missing in this and every other Authority document is an unbiased sample of
how many people who will be impacted by this project support or oppose It.

Page 7-10, C. Pacheco and Altamont - A logical fallacy is made when
the Authority implies that the high-speed rail will help relieve “the two most
congested reglions In the state”. They are correct that SF and LA are the most
congested; but the problems are within each of the two regions, not between
the regions. By definition a high-speed rail system cannot stop frequently; it
couldn't be high speed if it did. A high-speed rail system along the Peninsula
corridor that stops at only two places (only Millbrae and Palo Alto or Redwood
City are cited in the December 2009 Business Plan) will do little to relieve intra-
regional congestion.

The same fallacy Is made when on page 7-3 (last paragraph) when it states the
Authority's mandate should be "coordinated with the state’s existing transport
network,” If the high-speed rail system coordinates with the commuter rail
lines, highways and airports, it will fail to be high-speed, thereby discouraging
riders to enjoy the benefits of rapid transportation.

Page 7-10, C. Pacheco and Altamont - How does a high-speed rail
system coming through Pacheco Pass serve Oakland ? Or how does it do it
without a Transbay Tube if the Altamont's Dumbarton bridge solution is
excluded ?

Page 7-10, C. Pacheco and Altamont - How is it that the City of
Pleasanton got to set the criteria for considering the Altamont Pass route, as
stated in "There is no major aerial structure through Pleasanton” when only
now is the Authority starting to ‘engage’ Peninsula r s in its Context
Sensitive Solutions process ?

Page 7-11, next to last paragraph - One of the purposes of the Bay
Area HST will be to “relieve capacity constraints on the existing transportation

Paged of 8

1009-16
cont

1008-17

T009-18

T002.19

1009-200

T00g6-21

100922

CALIFORNIA,

Page 16-30



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1009 - Continued

system. They can't mean relieving highway capacity constraints, because with
only a few stops of the high-speed rail system, few drivers are likely to get out
of their cars to take a limited-stop train. And they can't mean the system will
relieve capacity constraints on the Caltrain, the BART or the various bus
systems, since all these public conveyances operate under their passenger
capacity and require annual subsidies to keep them afioat. So what does the
Authority mean ?

This fallacy is made again on page 7-12 (second paragraph) when it says
"including increased connectivity to other transit systems” .

Page 7-12, paragraph 4 - The Authority places its bias squarely when
it points out that the Altamont Pass alternative does not “provide interface with
the major commercial airports” The Altamont Pass alternative that comes
across the SF Bay on a Dumbarton bridge does connect to SFO; and If that
alternative spurs north, would connect to the Oakland Airport. Conversely, the
Pacheco Pass alternative that uses the Caltrain corridor serves SIC and SFO,
but not the Oakland Airport. The bias is clearly towards having the rail system
on the western side of the SF Bay.

Page 7-13, paragraph 3 - "MTC raised certain issues . . . and not
recommending an East Bay alignment.” I think MTC has a conflict of interest
situation here. They are the authors of the deeply flawed ridership medel; and
simultaneously pass judgment on which corridor to use in the Bay Area. That is
being both a supposedly impartial jury (analyzing ridership) and a judge
declaring their intent. Doesn’t seem to be impartial at all.

Page 7-13, paragraph 3 - "The capital costs of the East Bay line
segment is approximately $4.9 billion (2006 dollars).” If we are to compare
apples-to-apples, shouldn't that $4.98 be compared with the $14.47 for HSR to
come up the Peninsula on Caltrain right-of-way ?

Page 7-14, paragraph 2 - When did Caltrain agree to "lightweight electrified
trains” ? Later (paragraph 3 final sentence) we learn that the lightweight
system “would be compatible with HST equipment.” Was that included in the
2008 EIR ?

Page 7-14, paragraph 2 and later on page 7-25 in the SFO
discussion - Here we see the importance to the Authority of the Peninsula
route connecting with SFO. But on page 7-25 two realities occur. First, HSR
would only connect to the exiting Millbrae station. That Millbrae-SFO service
began several years ago with a Caltrain connection that requires the purchase
of a separate ticket, a wait for BART, then a ride to within 100 meters of the
International Terminal, and finally a transfer to the SkyTrain system. Recently,
riders from the south direction board the BART at Millbrae, ride to San Bruno,
transfer to another BART and return to SFO. Whereas a decade ago an air
passenger from south of SFO could count on being at the mini-bus connection
in 30-35 minutes and SFO in 40-45 minutes, today that trip takes about 2

Page 5olB

100922
cont

1009-23

1009-24

1008-25

1009.26

100927

hours and requires carrying bags from BART up to the SkyTrain. No wonder the
system is little used by those from the southern part of the Peninsula.

Page 7-17, last paragraph - False ridership numbers breed false
conclusions, and the Authority is not above finding the ‘right’ ridership numbers
to justify their project. But here is some reality.

In 2009, combined Acela Express ridership on all segments of the Boston-NYC-
PHL-WDC route was 3,019,627, a generation after inception.' Acela draws
riders from a combined metropolitan population of 28,305,000; about one in
every nine residents of its market area."

A decade after proposed CA HSR operations are proposed to begin, (ie. mid-
2030) California’s statewide population is expected to be 46,444,681." If CA
HSR were to achieve in a decade what Acela has In a generation, it would draw
11% of all of California’s residents - about 4,954,800 riders.

The Authority's projected figure of 39,300,000 riders in 2030 is nearly B times
the ridership indicated by what a 46.4 million person market that all of
California would represent in 2030."

Page 7-18, last paragraph - Why can't we on the Peninsula cry, pout
and stomp our feet and tell the Authority to go away ? Fremont did. Read this
bit in the middle of the paragraph; ™. . . and the City of Fremont (which
opposes construction of the east-west link through Fremont).” How did
Fremont do this ? Is Fremont saying it opposes having the high-speed rail
coming through Fremont valid criteria to be included in an Environmental
Impact Report ? If so, let's go on the record as opposing high-speed rail
coming through our cities.

Page 7-20, paragraph 3 - How can the Authority keep putting priority
on the Peninsula routing when they readily admit "an Altamont alignment would
have higher regional ridership” then go on in the same paragraph to say ™. . an
initial phase of the investment in the Peninsula alignment between San Jose
and San Francisco would help (emphasis mine) CalTrain, with express/limited
stop ridership potential of 6.3 million riders per year in 2030 “high speed rail
ready”

First, if we ever needed more convincing evidence that the Authority will traffic
no other route than the Peninsula corridor, here it is. And they get to this
conclusion by adding a ™. . lion (emphasis mine) per year
riders in 2030" to CalTrain. We know that Caltrain’s ridership in an essentially
bullt-out area between SF and S) has remained pretty constant over the past
two decades; despite equipment upgrades and Increasing the number of trains
daily from seven six to ninety six. Caltrain’s peak ridership of 39,921 riders per
week in 2001 represents 2,075,892 that year.” How can Caltrain triple its
ridership in twenty years (2.07M to 6.3M) when it has been roughly the same
for about the same time ?

PagaBol8
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Comment Letter 1009 - Continued

The second convincing argument that the Authority will not, nor did not
seriously consider other alternatives is on Page 7-20, last paragraph. "The
Pacheco Pass alternative serving San Francisco and San Jose termini has the
least (emphasis theirs) potential environmental impacts overall while providing
direct HSR service to downtown Sand Francisco, SFO and the San Francisco
Peninsula (Caltrain Corridor) and minimizes construction issues which can lead
to delay and cost escalation” What happened to HST service to Oakland and
the East Bay ? Certainly if the Authority excludes considering serving East Bay,
the Peninsula corridor come up first. But wasn't the HST to serve California, not
just the SF and SJ interests; that's why lots of people voted for it.

Next, their statement on Page 7-20, last paragraph says that SF-5] service
includes SFO. But it doesn’t. It serves the Millbrae station and riders from the
south have to transfer to BART, with all the inconvenience described in my prior
analysis of page 7-25 in the SFO discussion. Then the Authority assumes the
cities along the Peninsula have less construction issues than the East Bay route
would; yet I have not seen evidence of such a calculation in this Draft EIR.

Page 7-21, first paragraph - Again, if the Authority assumes its mission is
solely to serve SF and SJ, while excluding Oakland, their statement at the top
of the page is correct. But people in Oakland were asked to vote for or against
HSR. Would they (and San Diego) have voted for HSR in 2008, if they knew
Oakland was not to be included in the proposed routing. That was not made
clear in the ballot description of Proposition 1A, nor anywhere in the AB3034
legislation.

Page 7-22, paragraph 3 - Again, the assertion that this project is built,
not to serve the Bay Area, but the SF-SJ cities and two stops along the Caltrain
corridor.

Then “Because it utilizes the Caltrain corridor, environmental impacts would be
minimized”. The assertion is that the 1,900 trees that will be felled, the taking
of some of California’s most expensive business and residential lands, and the
years of disruption are minimal compared with saving the wildlife and plant
habitats of the Bay. Perhaps the salamanders and egrets can't speak for
themselves, but the Authority is beginning to recognize “considerable city and
community concern . ." ( quote from page 7-22, paragraph 4)

1009-30
cont.

100931

1009-32

End Notes

' Source: Table in Amtrak Fiscal Year 2009, Ocl 2008-Sept. 2009 (compared with Fiscal Years
2008 and 2007)

" Sources are cited in the table:
Matropolitan Populations & Ridership
Population
¥r. 2000
NYC (1) 19712000
LA @ 13,820,000
SF +SJ( 5320000
Boston (4 4 859,000

WODC, VA, MD (& 10934 000 % Riders
from Market
Metopolitan  Acela ('09) & Areas =

Populations CAHSR (2030) CAPop  Realand
Markels - Pops & Riders - Real & Projected Y. 2000 Ridership ¥r. 2030  Projected
Gombined NYC+WDG+Bos Riders 28305000 J08.627 10.7%
Projected Combined SF+SJ+LA Pop & Ridors 19,149 000 39,300,000 46444 681 B4.6%
¥r. 2000 East Coast Pops >CA Coas| Pops 48% larger than California in 2000

¥r 2030 CA HSR Ridors based on 46.4M Californians 4,954, 800
¥r 2030 CA HSR Riders > Acela Ridors wioqual pop 7.03 timas actual Acela

(1) inchudes “r.g}—[. Wl New Haven Trenion Danbury and Hightstown
121 mekanes Fiversite s Sar larnames + Demge Coe

13) mekatios Concond

() ekt Wiorcouk and Nashua (N1}

laitimacn o
Popudatan sourcws-Duene
CA HSR naeoshp rom CA
FOOR Aty B

Waare sk, Assarn & Blopralation Projects. S Editien Aped 3000

* Center for Urban Studies: Wayne State University. Source
Wi ichigan. mants!| Projections Kurt 1 7.

" This 46M is all of California's 2030 lation, including cities and not served by CA HSR
by 2030 such as San Diego, Oceanside, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Oxnard, Redding, and Santa Rosa
~ all cities of 100,000 or more. By including all of California in the calculation suggests thal high-
speed rail will capture even mere ridership than would be only capturing riders in cities and towns
along its p route. The esti d 5M riders are higher than it would be in a more
detail and less Authority-friendly calculation.

¥ hitp:iiwww.examiner,com/a-515130~Caltrain_ridership_boems_to_record_high. html
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Response to Letter 1009 (William C. Grindley, April 23, 2010)

1009-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material combined provide a complete and thorough description and
evaluation of a “no project” alternative and 21 representative
network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area to the Central
Valley. Included in this range of alternatives were 11 Altamont Pass
network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network alternatives, and 4
Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) network alternatives
using uniform program-level evaluation methodologies and criteria.
Please note that the judgment in the Town of Atherton case did not
find fault with the range of alternatives studied in the 2008 Final
Program EIR. It merely request clarification of and additional
description and evaluation of a portion of the Pacheco Pass
Alignment.

1009-2

The impact rating system used in the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material is discussed in detail by topic in Chapter 3 of the 2008
Final Program EIR. The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
refers the reader to the methodologies in the 2008 Final Program
EIR. The consultants preparing the EIR provide an ubiased analysis
of the impacts and mitigation measures and provide the information
to the Authority and FRA staff as well as the state and federal
attorneys for review.

1009-3

Among other factors, the Authority evaluated the ability to serve the
three major city centers in northern California: Oakland, San Jose,
and San Francisco.

As noted in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material Program EIR: “The Pacheco Pass alternative to downtown
San Francisco via the San Francisco Peninsula is preferred because it
provides HST direct service to downtown San Francisco, SFO, and
the San Francisco Peninsula while minimizing potential

environmental impacts and logistical constraints by maximizing use
of existing rail right-of-way through shared-use with improved
Caltrain commuter services. The HST is complimentary to Caltrain
(which intends to use lightweight electrified trains) and would share
tracks with express Caltrain commuter rail services. In addition, this
alternative provides direct service to northern California’s major hub
airport at SFO and major transit, business, and tourism center at
downtown San Francisco, and would enable the early
implementation of the HST/Caltrain section between San Francisco,
San Jose, and Gilroy.”

This provides direct train service to the two largest city centers in
northern California: San Jose and San Francisco. Additionally, the
Altamont alternatives serving Oakland would require that HST
service be divided with a percentage of the trains serving one city
center and the other portion serving another city center, thereby
reducing the number of trains serving each. The Pacheco network
alternative allows for all HST trains to serve the two largest cities of
the three major city centers and two regional airports. Please see
Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material Program
EIR for a full discussion of the advantages and disadvantage of the
network alternatives. An ultimate HST extension to Oakland is still
possible for a later phase after the proposed system is implemented.

1009-4

Please see Response to Comment 1009-3. As noted, costs for all
network alternatives are presented in the 2008 Final Program EIR.
The Final Program EIR therefore allows for a comparison of the
costs, impacts, and benefits or each alternative. Numerous factors,
including costs, were taken into consideration in the evaluation of
the Network Alternatives and the determination of the Preferred
Alternative in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. While direct service to Oakland is considered as part of the
Final Program EIR, it is not recommended as part of the preferred
HST alternative.
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1009-5

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material included UPRR's July
7, 2008, letter in Appendix C. To clarify, the letter states "UPRR
wishes to emphasize that we are not opposed to the concept of
high-speed rail nor wold we oppose implementation of the project
should the voters approve the bond issue in November. Our concern
is that the project should not be designed to utilize or occupy any of
our rights of way." We do not intrepret a duality here. Please see
Standard Response 8 and responses to Letter 0002 (UPRR).

1009-6

The 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS states that the proposed San
Francisco to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high"
compatibility rating because it would be primarily within an active
commuter and freight rail corridor. In addition, construction of
grade separations where none previously existed would improve
circulation between neighborhood areas. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening.

1009-7

The 2008 Final Program EIR ranked property impacts along the San
Francisco to San Jose corridor as low based on the fact that tht
alignment would be built mostly within the existing publicly owned
right-of-way. The information now available (as reported in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material) indicates a need for limited
property acquisition along the right-of-way in narrow areas to allow
for a four-track alingment that will accommodate UPRR freight
operations. Accordingly, property impacts in this corridor are now
ranked between low and medium, rather than low.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1009-8

The HST alignment would be fully grade separated. Where the
alignment is proposed to be at-grade in conflict with existing
travelways, (roads, bike trails, railroads...) the major travelways
would be grade separated by either routing them over or under the
at-grade alignment.

1009-9

For the project-level EIR, Caltrans is a cooperating state agency and
has indicated its willingness to make available its right-of-way that is
not needed for future highway expansion or would not compromise
the traveling public’s safety.

1009-10

Unlike the Caltrain Corridor with an existing rail right-of-way that can
be used for HST tracks, the Fremont alignment would be adjacent to
a narrow UPRR right-of-way requiring substantial acquisition of
private property. The Fremont alignment is therefore rated as high
for property impacts.

1009-11

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition
would be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco
and San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed
in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process. See also Standard Response 7.
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1009-12
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1009-13

As stated in the Revised Draft Program EIR, Table 5-1 (Revised
Table 4.2.1) only includes the alignment alternatives by corridor and
segment that were revised to reflect revised capital costs. As there
were no revisions needed to other portions of the table, including
the East Bay to Central Valley Corridor: Altamont Pass alignment
alternatives, those portions of the table were not revised. Table 5-2
(Revised Table 4.2.3) does include all the High-Speed Train Network
Alternatives Cost Summary to show how the revised alignments
impact the capital costs of all network alternatives considered.

1009-14

Table 5.2 in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material provides
comparatives cost for each of the different HST Network
Alternatives. These network alternatives, by their very nature,
provide service to different intermediate and terminal stations, using
different corridors. The comparison of these network alternatives is
provided in Section 6 of the Draft Revised Program EIR Materials and
Chapter 7 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. The alignments used for
the representative alternatives are described in Table 2.5.1 of the
2008 Final Program EIR.

The cost of $14.47B is for No. A8, SF, SJ and Oakland with no San
Francisco Bay Crossing. As this network alternative includes service
to Oakland, there is no need for a Transbay tunnel. Furthermore, the
commenter is comparing the various network alternatives that use
the Altamont Pass whereas the 2008 Final Program EIR
recommended the Pacheco Pass for connecting the Bay Area to the
Central Valley. Also see response to comment 1009-4.

1009-15

Although traffic volumes on surface streets near HST stations are
projected to increase as shown in the program-level traffic analysis,
the HST ridership analysis shows a reduction in automobile traffic in

Response to Comments from Individuals

many regional roadways as people shift from autos to HST. Itis a
logical assumption, and the ridership forecasts bear this out, that
people will choose to ride the HST system rather than drive their
automobiles for a portion of their longer distance trips. Please see
Table 3.1-2: Impacts to 2030 Peak-Hour Traffic on Intercity
Freeways from Diversion to HST, Chapter 3.01 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. More detailed analysis including traffic volumes and
Level of Service on major roadways will be included in the project-
level analysis.

1009-16

The commenter provided only excerpts for this section. Note that
the section states:

“In the northbound direction, degradation of LOS in the evening
peak hour by one level of service for four northbound segments
between Southside Drive and Capitol (LOS B to LOS C) and between
Senter and Blossom Hill (LOS Cto E, D to E, and E to F) are
anticipated based on the preliminary evaluation of reduction from six
to four lanes of Monterey Highway. The other portions of Monterey
Highway in the northbound direction are projected to see a slight
increase in congestion, with an associated slight reduction in LOS.
In the southbound direction, all road segments are projected to
operate at LOS E or F. Congestion would decrease for five of the
eight segments and an increase in LOS between Bernal and Bailey
(from LOS F to LOS E), while the remaining three segments would
have a slight increase in congestion.”

Given that a more detailed traffic analysis is anticipated for the
project-level EIR/EIS, the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
states: “Sufficient information is not available at this programmatic
level to conclude with certainty that the above mitigation strategies
would reduce impacts for the three northbound segments of a four-
lane Monterey Highway to a less-than-significant level in all
circumstances. This document therefore concludes that traffic
impacts on these segments may be significant, even with the
application of mitigation strategies.”
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1009-17

The summary of people supporting or opposing a network
alternative was based on the comments received on the Draft
Program EIR, which are included and responded to in Volume 3 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. The Authority did not do a poll of
citizens or elected officials but rather circulated the Program EIR/EIS
for public comment consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
NEPA.

1009-18
Please see Response to Comment 1009-17.

1009-19

Please see Response to Comment 1009-15. The coordination
referred to is the provision of intermodal facilities to that there is
connectivity between the HST system and other forms of
transportation. The Authority took this connectivity into
consideration in the 2008 Final Program EIR — please see the section
entitled “Intermodal Connections” in Chapter 3.02: Travel
Conditions, and the “travel conditions” information in the tables in
Chapter 7. The Authority understands the need to limit the number
of stops on the HST system.

1009-20

The recommended Pacheco Pass alternative does not provide direct
HST service to Oakland. Several Pacheco Pass alternatives with
direct service to Oakland were studied as part of the 2008 Final
Program EIR (see Chapter 2). See responses to comments 1009-3
and 1009-4. Oakland and the East Bay would be served by the
recommended Pacheco Pass alternative via multi-modal stations in
San Francisco and San Jose with connections to BART, AC Transit,
ACE and the Capitol Corridor Rail Service as well as by private
shuttle services, and the automobile.

1009-21

The City of Pleasanton did not set the criteria for the evaluation of
the alignments and network alternatives. The evaluation criteria

Response to Comments from Individuals

were established by the Authority as documented in the 2008 Final
Program EIR.

1009-22
Please see Responses to Comments 1009-15 and 1009-19.

1009-23

The phrase being referred to is referring to only some of the network
alternative. Please see Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material, which states: “A number of network alternatives
clearly do not meet the purpose and need for the HST system. The
Altamont Pass network alternative that terminates in Union City fails
since it does not provide direct HST service to San Francisco,
Oakland, or San Jose (the major Bay Area cities) nor does it provide
interface with the major commercial airports. Also failing are a
Pacheco Pass network alternative that terminates in San Jose and
three Altamont Pass network alternatives that only serve one of the
three major urban areas/centers. These four alternatives directly
provide HST service to at most only one major Bay Area city and one
of the region’s major commercial airports. “ (emphasis added)

1009-24

See Standard Response 4 on the ridership model. MTC, as the
regional transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay
Area, developed the ridership model to support its own Bay Area
Regional Rail Plan, which considered planning scenarios with and
without high-speed rail. We do not agree that MTC has a conflict of
interest in providing input to the planning process for HST in the Bay
Area region.

1009-25

The commenter does not appear to be comparing network
alternatives with similar origins in the Central Valley. The cost for
Network alternative A8 is for a complete alternative that connects to
the Central Valley. The East Bay line referenced only connects
Oakland and San Jose via 1-880. The alignments used for the
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representative alternatives are described in Table 2.5.1 of the 2008
Final Program EIR.

1009-26
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR states:

“The current method of Caltrain operation will reach its maximum
capacity in less than 5 years, even with the system improvements
previously mentioned. Electrification, which is required for
connection to the Transbay Transit Center and to accommodate the
HST on the line, presents the JPB with two implementation options
to consider, each with fundamental performance differences. The
first option is to purchase electrified locomotives to haul standard
passenger coaches that currently run on Caltrain. This solution is
relatively low risk for the JPB and supports operations to the
Transbay Transit Center. However, this solution is problematic for
the Authority because standard North American rail equipment is not
compatible with HSTs currently in service around the world, and the
HST would require high-level platforms.”

“The second option for the JPB is to procure electric multiple units
(EMUs) that would be compatible with the European or Japanese
HSTs that the Authority may select (non-FRA compliant). This
option would support operations to the Transbay Transit Center and
shared corridor operations with the HST and offer the JPB more
flexible trains with better performance characteristics. The JPB has
found this solution to be cost effective on a lifecycle basis, but there
is greater risk to the JPB in that the Authority, CPUC, FRA, and Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) must all reach agreement for
implementation.”

Caltrain began the process of working with the FRA to obtain a
waiver allowing operation of lightweight non-compliant EMUs in
2007. (The waiver was obtained in 2010.) The positive results of
initial safety testing for non-compliant EMUs was reported in the
"Caltrain 2025 Program Information and Findings", March 2008. The
European, non-compliant EMUs either met or exceeded the FRA
standards.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1009-27

Comment acknowledged. An HST station at Millbrae would provide
interconnectivity with the BART and provide a potential future
connection with Skytrain.

1009-28

Ridership forecasts are not a topic identified by the Superior Court
for additional work to comply with CEQA. We do not agree that the
ridership forecasts are false or with the implication that the Authority
has justified the project by finding "right"” ridership numbers. See
Standard Response 4 regarding the comparison to the Acela train.

1009-29

Public comments are summarized in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material. In and of themselves, these comments
did not constitute the criteria for selection of a network alternative.
The evaluation criteria were established by the Authority as
documented in the 2008 Final Program EIR, and the Board took into
consideration the evaluation as well as public comments. The
Authority acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the HST
system in the peninsula cities.

1009-30

The Authority did not exclude consideration of the East Bay or
Oakland. Please note that 12 of the 21 network alternatives include
Oakland. The underlying reasons for selection of the Pacheco
alternative with San Jose and San Francisco termini are detailed in
Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. The
Authority is pursuing an HST system to serve the entire state. Also
see Standard Response 4 regarding ridership.

An HST station at Millbrae would provide interconnectivity with the
BART and provide a potential future connection with Skytrain at the
SFO Airport. The Authority did not assume that the Peninsula has
less construction issues but notes that an existing rail corridor would
be used for the HST system.
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1009-31

The 2008 Final Program EIR was certified in July of 2008, prior to
the vote on Proposition 1A.

1009-32

Caltrain would serve as a feeder service to the HST stations along
the Peninsula. Even if an Altamont alternative were selected, 5 of
the network alternatives include HST in some or all of the Caltrain
Corridor north of San Jose.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1010 (James R. Janz, April 26, 2010)

Kris Livingston

i

From: Janz, James R. [jjanz@siderman.com]
Sent: Monday, Apnl 26, 2010 4:55 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: See attached comments.
Attachments: 20100426164549049. pdf

S)B

James R. Janz

Sideman & Bancroft LLP

One Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor

San Francisco, CA 84111

(415) 392-1960 (Office)

(415) 733-3915 (Direct Dial)

(415) 392-0827 (Facsimile)

Email: jjanz@sideman.com

Visit us at hitp://www.sideman.com/

Please consider the environment before you print this email

CONFIDENTIALITY

This e-mail may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review, use,
distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for
the recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail [or at (415) 392-1960} and delete all copies of this message. Itis

the recipient's responsibility to scan this e-mail and any attachments for viruses.

TAX ADVICE:

Pursuant to IRS Circular 230, unless expressly stated to the contrary, any tax advice is not intended and cannot be used
to (i) avoid penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (i) promote, market or recommend any transaction or matter to

another party.

James R. Janz
95 Wilburn Avenue
Atherton, California 94027

Dan Leavitt [Sent by Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov]
California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Bay Area To Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

The purpose of this fetter is to submit personal comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley
Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. Ihave served in the past as the mayor of
Atherton, California, was a two-tetm member of the City Council, served 10 years on the Atherton
Planning Commission, and am currently a member of the Atherton Rail Committee and president of
the Community Coalition on High Speed Rail (CC-HSR).

Please also note that I am a certified urban planner (AICP), am a licensed professional
engineer (N State), and have worked in various planning sud engineering capacities for the Pederal
government and the cities of New York and Los Angeles, and with the cities of Cincinnati and
Chicago. For the last 31 years I have been a land use and real estate attorney in the Bay Area. My
comments herein are based on my 40 years of professional practice, and well as the proximity of my
home in Atherton to the Caltrain corridor.

Given my professional background, I support the concept of high speed rail. However, given
the lack of adequate planning and the likely costs of the proposed CHSRA project, I cannot support
the current proposal. I support the comments submitted on behalf of the Town of Atherton and the
CC-HSR, and call for a full and complete re-evaluation of all the possible alternatives to connect the
Bay Area to the Central Valley, including, without limitation, the Altamont pass and a San Mateo
Bridge or Dumbarton crossing of the Bay, and the US 101 or I-280 corridors, or approptiate
combinations thereof (for example, one proposed alignment would be through the Altamont pass,
across the Bay near the Dumbarton Bridge, and then up the Peninsula using the 101 corridor).
believe some of the official objections to suggested alignments other than the Caltrain corridor have
been made without reasonable analysis in order to simply attempt to meet the letter of the CEQA
law, without seriously attempting to meet the goals of CEQA.

Any reasonable evaluation of the alternatives would indicate that the likely outcome of
building HSR on the Caltrain corridor will be a significantly-delayed project, which will cost far
beyond any current estimates, due to the mitigation costs which will be imposed on CHSRA through
the administrative and legal process. The cost of building the system in an environmentally-
acceptable manor in the Caltrain corridor will far outweigh any possible additional engineering costs
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incurred to construct HSR along the 101 or 280 corridors, or even to build a new bridge across the 1010-2

Bay. cont,
In addition, note that any acceptance of a new Pacheco Pass route which does not include any

UP right-of-way, without a re-compatison of the Altamont alternatives (both with and without UP

R/W), is simply a violation of CEQA requitements. Once CHSRA decided to pursue a non-UP 10103

Pacheco route, the project changed, and CEQA requires that the entire program level route analysis

be re-conducted to compare the Altamont alternatives against the new Pacheco route.

Finally, I wish to make one additional point which may not have been addressed by others.
The proposal to build HSR along the Caltrain corridor includes a complete reconstruction of the
Caltrain system ~ new tracks, grade separations, electrification, new rolling stock — in short, a
completely new railroad. The original BART plan was to ring the Bay. There will be no better
opportunity to achieve that plan. If the Caltrain system is essentially rebuilt from scrateh, it is only
reasonable to look at the feasibility at this time of replacing Caltrain with BART. Otherwise, the
public is merely throwing good money after bad in support of; at best, a 20"-century transportation

system.
1010-4
Therefore, if, and to the extent, any HSR route uses the Caltrain corridor and includes

reconstruction of Caltrain (which it inherently must in order to provide electrification and grade
separations), then CEQA requires an evaluation of the BART alternative in place of Caltrain,

One obvious objection will be that BART and HSR will operate with different gauges. That
is only an obstacle if the two railroad systems share tracks. I understand that Caltrain proposes just
such a sharing of tracks. However, there is no assurance that Caltain and HSR will be permitted to
share tracks. So any analysis must include an alternative without shared tracks, making BART one

of the feasible alternatives that must be investigated.

T look forward to your revised analysis of the program level connection to the Central Valley.

incerely, .
PR N
mes R. Janz

99998-8141\968615v]
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Response to Letter 1010 (James R. Janz, April 26, 2010)

1010-1

The Town of Atherton comments are responded to in responses
letter LO20.

The Final 2008 Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material combined provide a complete and thorough description and
evaluation of a “no project” alternative and 21 representative
network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area to the Central
Valley. Included in this range of alternatives were 11 Altamont Pass
network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network alternatives, and 4
Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) network alternatives
using uniform program-level evaluation methodologies and criteria.
Please note that the judgment in the Town of Atherton case did not
find fault with the range of alternatives studied in the Program EIR,
or require additional study of alternatives dismissed from further
consideration.

Some major reasons for the Pacheco Alignment with termini in San
Jose and San Francisco was identified as preferred are summarized
below and discussed in full in Chapter 8 of the 2008 Final Program
EIR. The Pacheco Alignment with termini in San Jose and San
Francisco is preferred because it:

e Maximizes the use of existing publicly owned rail right-of-way
through shared-use with improved Caltrain commuter services.
The HST is complimentary to Caltrain (which intends to use
lightweight electrified trains) and would share tracks with
express Caltrain commuter rail services. Is supported by the
PCJPB (Caltrain).

e Provides direct (all HST trains) service to the two largest cities in
northern California — San Jose and San Francisco, including the
major transit, business, and tourism center in downtown San
Francisco.

e Provides direct service to northern California’s major hub airport
at SFO

e Does not require that HST trains be divided into two directions
to serve two city centers. Dividing the trains in two directions
reduces the number of trains serving the termini stations.

e Provides good HST access for the three county Monterey Bay
area with a south Santa Clara HST station;

e Does not involve a new bay crossing and its associated costs and
environmental impacts, including impacts to the federal Don
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.

e Is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA) as identified by the US EPA and US Army Corps of
Engineers.

e Please see Standard Response 10 for a discussion of 1-280 and
US 101. The proposal for an HST crossing near the Dumbarton
Rail Bridge are discussed in Response to Comment O007-22 of
the 2008 Program EIR and expanded on in Responses to
Comments 0012-11 and 0012-12 of this document. See also
Response to Comment 1241-28 regarding the San Mateo bridge.

The Authority contends that the combination of the Final 2008
Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material meet the
intent and requirements of CEQA.

1010-2

The Authority does not intend to base its decisions regarding a
preferred alternative based on the likelihood of legal challenges.

The Authority is fully aware of the legal rights for administrative and
legal challenges, not only from the Caltrain Corridor but other areas
of the state. Mitigation measures developed for the HST system
along the Peninsula, and for that matter statewide, will be developed
to mitigate the impacts identified in the project-level EIR/EIS,
consistent with NEPA and CEQA. The ultimate selection of a
preferred alternative is based on a number of factors including
benefits and impacts rather than strictly bridge or engineering costs.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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1010-3

The Authority disagrees with the comment. The proposed project
has not changed. The purpose of the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material was to address the land use and property impacts of
the alternatives in the 2008 Final Program EIR if UPRR right-of-way
is not available. Chapter 3 of the Revised Draft Program EIR
Material identifies those impacts for both Pacheco and Altamont
alternatives. The Program EIR explains that the study areas for
other resources was sufficiently broad that the 2008 Final Program
EIR adequately discloses the impact of being either within or
adjacent to UPRR right-of-way.

1010-4

The 2008 Final Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material combined provide a complete and thorough description and
evaluation of a “no project” alternative and 21 representative
network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area to the Central
Valley. An evaluation of additional alternatives does not appear
warranted or necessary.

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs evaluated
alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel up the
Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives included
Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San Jose
Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass with
San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco
Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose
Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco

Response to Comments from Individuals

via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service)
with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont
pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus. These Network
Alternatives would allow for a BART Alternative north of San Jose
subject to environmental review and funding.

That said, among the issues that would need to be addressed for
BART to replace Caltrain are:

e As with the HST Alternative, BART, would need to be fully grade
separated via a tunnel or aerial configuration or construction of
additional grade separations for cross streets due to its third rail.

e Tracks would still need to remain for Union Pacific’s freight
service.

e San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties are not in the BART district,
so a vote would be needed in each county to approve the plan
and funds for on-going operations.

e Station facilities for BART are much more elaborate than Caltrain
facilities, requiring additional property acquisition at station
locations.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-42



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1011 (Paul S. Jones, April 22, 2010)

o

Paul S. Jones most certainly take longer than 2 hours, 40 minutes. Thus, at best, the additional riders
99 Moulton Drive from Alameda and Contra Costa counties would be a temporary boost until the high fo11-2
Atherton CA 94027 speed rail line to Oakland can be completed. cont.
April 22, 2010 Particularly in California, with | public urban transportation service, high speed
rail competes primarily with air travel, not with automobile travel. One would then
expect to be able to compare HSR ridership with airline patronage. Using figures from
your EIR, airline boardings in 2005 at SFO for LAX amounted to a little more than §
California High Speed Rail Authority ﬂmmnnd passengers per da}f This number Ims doc]mcd since 2005 because of the 0113
925 L Street, Suite 1425 and in hnology. Itis listic 1o )
Sacramento, California 95814 expect travel between San Francisco and Los Angeles to grow at the rate suggested in the
EIR. It is not even certain that the California population will grow as CHSRA expects, It
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft is also unreasonable to expect HSR to capture all of the San Francisco to Los Angeles
Program Environmental Impact Report Material airline traffic. Therefore, as some expents have predicted, the HSR boardings in San
Francisco may not exceed 5,000 per day as late as 2030.
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: If, in fact, ridership does not exceed 5,000 passengers per day on the Peninsula route,
there is no need to build four tracks down the Peninsula. With comparable speeds, all
After a very careful review of your “Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train HSR and Caltrain traffic could easily be accommodated by the two tracks that already i
Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material” (EIR), 1 find that your | 10111 exist. CHSRA would stand to save a great deal of money and the citizens of the o114
material is both incomplete and seriously flawed. The purpose of this letter is to Peninsula would avaid a great deal of cavironmental damage. With Caltrain and HSR
communicate my concemns to you so that you might completely rewrite the Program lens hpoating 1 comparable speeds, l.hem ‘,‘m'ld banodifficulty 0 JoIs operain it
Level documents in order that they might stand up to careful serutiny. station sidings were added at all Caltrain stations to accommodate stopping.
Ridership Estimates Right of Way (ROW) Requirements
The entire San F: to San Jose envi 1 impact report may be in error The Revised EIR states that only ten acres of land need to be taken between San
Francisco and San Jose. This appears to be only the land needed to widen the Caltrain
because the ridership that the hi
|owe:scthanet:e e I.he igh :peed tail [HSR) llmrmlum mn“bly Sxpa 15 I'ur ROW to 100 feet in those places where it is narrower. This completely overlooks the
consultant, Cambridge s§s1emmcs (CS). Although CHSRA is not mspcmlhlc for the land needed for shoofly tracks to keep Caltrain running during construction, land needed | 1011-5
errors in these ridership estimates, the Authority’s consultants have used these estimates for construction access, land needed for staging and construction equipment, and land
15 ek desligvand sovisnaiemital ok needed to provide Union Pacific access to its industrial tracks, particularly where there
) would need to be changes in elevation. Even if these takings were temporary, great
PG P (e P Lt L T i e 5 ekl sl environmental damage would be done and some form of damages would need 1o be paid.
grossly over stated. Some have called them absurdly high. Even Senator Lowenthal 10112 iro
cumrncnu:d pubhcly that T.Ilcy did not smell right. In fact, the CS estimates are higher Eay ckial Diamage
:'f’_" the rid e 25 "Yl:": high speed rail line ‘*":’;P’ “'“J;';Y;O‘D ?I‘-‘“‘“’ The Revised EIR greatly understates the environmental damage that will be suffered by | 1011.6
I b ¥ areas with more milion ﬂm Pmmsu}a msnde-nls 1f HSR is built as proposed. Furthermore, the EIR does not
people eac quately ion means or their potential effectiveness.
It app that the ridershi include a large number of passengers crossing the Nok d Vibrati
Bay from Alameda and Contra Costa counties to Ina.'rd HSR in San Francisco. If this is e
the case, a grave error has been made. These would be v b The court speci iled i i
T ) . 85 P specifically tasked CHSRA to analyze and present detailed information on 1o11-7
AB3034 requires that CHSRA provide service between Oakland and Los Angeles that noise and vibration impacts along the Peninsula. The only noise attenuation offered is
requires no more than 2 hours, 40 minutes. A BART or an AC Transit ride to the the provision of sound barriers. There is no information about the size or location of
Transbay Terminal plus a high speed rail ride from San Francisco to Los Angeles would
Page 16-43
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Comment Letter 1011 - Continued

these barriers nor is there information about how effective they would be. CalTrans Cost

experience with barriers alongside freeways has demonstrated that sound performs in 1011-7

strange and mysterious ways. There is not fix that solvc:. all problems, nor can one ey The cost figures p 1 in the Revised EIR are exp d to six or more significant

depend on a particular solution to mitigate a | T figures suggesting a level of accuracy far beyond what is available at this stage of the i
work. It would be a gross error to make any decision on the basis of any of these costs. i

Of special concern is the impact of sound and vibration levels on small children. CEQA To wave aside a route alternative because it is too costly is no more than an arbitrary

21151 4 applms to construction within % mile of any school or other facility that is judgment. All of the cost figures that have been presented in the Revised EIR can have

d by child The EIR identifies only two schools within ¥ mile of errors as great as 50 percent.

the Ca.lu's.ln ROW when in fact there are at least 50, and perhaps more. A complete 1011-8

inventory of schools, day care centers, parks, playgrounds, and similar facilities within % Recommendation

mile of the Caltrain ROW needs to be prepared and means addressed to satisfy the CEQA . . i L ) .

requirements. It is my profe 1 jud, that the el of route that have been
dropped in the Program Level EIR, both Preliminary and Revised cannot be supported by

Trees the quality of the analysis that is presented in the reports. [ strongly recommend that [

CHSRA redo the Program Level EIR in its entirety, beginning with a completely new

The Peninsula communities are 100 to 150 years old. They are filled with large, beautiful ridership forecast that is prepared by a new consultant using a different model and new

heritage trees. Many of these trees have been planted near the Caltrain ROW as a screen ik data. The new analysis should include all route altemal.lvts and it should take into

against noise and visual impacts. Any enlargement of the ROW will require the removal | "1™ account all of the many and that have been generated over

of a very large number of these valuable trees. There is no suitable mitigation for these the past year.

losses exeept to plant young trees and wait—a long wait. For this reason, great care .

should be taken to preserve as many of these trees as possible. Respectfully submitted,

Maintenance T

High speed rail tracks require much finer alignment and surface quality than conventional /
tracks. This in turn requires a great deal more maintenance. European and Asian high 1011-10 Paul §,Jones, BME, MBA, Ph.D.
speed rail lines typically perform their maintenance at night so that train schedules are not
interrupted. This is an added environmental hazard to those who live in proximity to the
tracks. The Revised EIR has not addressed this problem.

Construction Damage

Construction of the HSR will be a long, dusty, noisy, objectionable process. Much dirt
will be moved; much dust will be stirred up and blown across adjacent and distant
neighborhoods. A variety of i will also be 1. Recent work at
Burlingame High School, which is adjacent to the Caltrain ROW, has identified
unacceptable levels of arsenic in the Caltrain ballast. The routing of Caltrain trains over
shoofly tracks will bring rail noise much closer to many residents.

1011-11

Construction will also have a significant impact on businesses that are adjacent to and on
streets disrupted by construction. These impacts and means for their mitigation have not | 1011-12
been addressed in the Revised EIR.
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Response to Letter 1011 (Paul S. Jones, April 22, 2010)

1011-1

The Authority disagrees with the comment that the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material is incomplete or flawed or that it needs to be
rewritten.

1011-2

We do not agree with the comment. See Standard Response 4
regarding how the ridership forecasts are consistent with
international experience with high-speed rail. ~ Proposition 1A does
not require that a high-speed rail line to Oakland be completed.

1011-3

The commenter’s statement that “high-speed rail competes primarily
with air travel, not with automobile travel” is incorrect. Ridership
forecasts prepared for the California HST system illustrate that about
75% of HST ridership is projected to be diverted from automobile
travel, with about 15% diverted from air travel'.

Forecasts prepared with the HSR ridership and revenue model, and
used in the Program EIR/EIS, projected that in-state air travel would
grow by 47% over a 30-year period between 2000 and 2030 if HST
is not built?. Recent work conducted on behalf of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission illustrated that domestic origin-
destination (O-D) air travel at the three major Bay Area airports
declined at an annual average rate of 1.1% from 2000 to 20083,
However, this same report projects that domestic O-D travel at Bay

Y Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study;
Ridership and Revenue Forecasts, prepared for the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, prepared by Cambridge Systematics, August 2007, Figure 2.3.

2 Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study;
Statewide Model Validation, prepared for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission,
prepared by Cambridge Systematics, July 2007, Table 7.8.

% Regional Aviation Forecasts, prepared for the Regional Airport Planning Committee,
prepared by SH&E, Inc, http://www.regionalairportstudy.com/library/Regional-
Aviation-Forecasts.pdf, March 27, 2009, p. 8.

Area airports will increase from 43.1 million annual passengers to
63.5 million (47%) over a 28-year period between 2007 and 2035*.
The current 7erminal Area Forecast prepared by the Federal Aviation
Administration projects even higher growth rates at major California
Airports, with enplanement growth between 2009 and 2030 at San
Francisco International, Los Angeles International and San Diego
International of 77%, 82% and 87%, respectively®. Accordingly, the
air travel forecasts between San Francisco and Los Angeles
developed for the Program EIR/EIS are reasonable. Also, consistent
population and aviation forecasts were used to develop HST
ridership forecasts for all alternatives considered in the Program
EIR/EIS.

1011-4

The alignment for the Caltrain Corridor analyzed in the Program EIR
is a shared-use four-track alignment. A two-track alignment for the
Peninsula is not feasible in light of Caltrain's current commuter
service, which involves many local stops. Based on program-level
information, a two-track alignment would not accommodate all
projected HST and Caltrain traffic.

1011-5

Because this is a program-level document, the analysis considered
the potential for property impacts on a broad scale. Potential
project-level impacts on property will be addressed at the project-
level. See also Standard Response 3.

4 Ibid, p. 21.

® Terminal Area Forecast Summary — Fiscal Years 2009 to 2030, Federal Aviation
Administration

http://www.faa.gov/data_research/aviation/taf reports/media/TAF%20Summary%20
Report%20FY%202009%20-%202030.pdf, Table S-1.
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1011-6

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material along with the 2008 Final
Program EIR address the environmental impacts at a program level
of the alignment alternatives, station location options, and 21
network alternatives. These documents also identify mitigation
strategies that will be further refined at the project level. See
Standard Response 3 regarding subsequent project-level analysis.

1011-7
See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The
effectiveness of proposed mitigation will be included in the project-
level analysis.

1011-8

As discussed in the Response to Comment 1011-7, more detailed
information and analysis of vibration impacts and mitigation will be
included in project-level EIR/EISs. This analysis will include noise
and vibration analysis at sensitive receivers, including residences,
schools, parks, and similar facilities. Also see Standard Response 4.

1011-9

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for

Response to Comments from Individuals

vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigations for preservation of
existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1011-10

More detailed analyses will be performed during the project-level
EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed design and location
information will be available for the selected HST alignment, and the
construction, operation and maintenance of the HST system will be
addressed.

1011-11

Construction impacts were discussed in Chapter 3.18 of the 2008
Final Program EIR and mitigation strategies were discussed under
the various topics in Chapter 3. More detailed analyses related to
dust and noise will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis, when more detailed design and location information will be
available for the selected HST alignment, and the construction,
operation and maintenance of the HST system will be addressed. In
addition, a mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program
EIR was the preparation of a Site Management Program/
Contingency Plan prior to construction to address known and
potential hazardous material issues, including: measures to address

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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management of contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific
Health and Safety Plan (HASP), including measures to protect
construction workers and general public; and procedures to protect
workers and the general public in the event that unknown
contamination or buried hazards are encountered.

1011-12

Construction and mitigation strategies were discussed in Chapter
3.18 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed analyses related
to impacts on businesses during construction and operation will be
performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more
detailed design and location information will be available for the
selected HST alignment, and the construction, operation and
maintenance of the HST system will be addressed.

1011-13

The Program EIR does not purport to be able to identify all of the
detailed costs of each alignment or station location option but rather
focuses on identifying and describing key differences between each
of the alternatives. More detailed costs will be provided in future
project-level environmental documents.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The capital costs developed by the Authority are representative of all
aspects of implementation of the proposed HST system, including
construction, right-of-way, environmental mitigation, and design and
management services. The unit costs for implementing high-speed
trains are well known based on foreign experience and from other
major construction projects in California — and have been extensively
peer reviewed. The costs are provided to facilitate a comparative
evaluation of the alternatives.

1011-14

The Authority does not agree that the 2008 Final Program EIR needs
to be redone. The Final Program EIR in concert with the 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material provide thorough descriptions
and evaluations at the program level, consistent with CEQA, of a
reasonable range of alternatives that enables the Authority Board to
make a determination regarding a preferred alternative and certify a
new EIR. See Standard Response 4 regarding ridership.
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Comment Letter 1012 (Betsy Kehoe, April 25, 2010)

1012

Kris Livingston

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Betsy Kehoe [betsykehoe@me.com]

Sunday, April 25, 2010 8:48 AM
cmckeithen@ci.atherton.ca.us;, HSR Comments
Objection to High Speed rail in Atherton

April 25th, 2010

Dear Mr. Leavin and the High Speed Rail Authority,

1’d like to comment on the Draft Program Level EIR prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the
system in the SF Bay Area. The current routing (up the CalTrain Corridor) will significantly impact my
family, our serene country-like neighborhood, and Atherton in general. I have been foliowing the High
Speed Rail direction for the past several years, having been on related committees and attended many
related meetings. 1am definitely a local expert on the subject.

“The Town of Atherton desires, insofar as possible, to preserve its character as a scenic, rural, thickly-

wooded, residential area with abundant open space and with streets designed primarily as scenic routes
rather than for speed of travel." This is quoted directly from our General Plan. High Speed Rail has no
business barreling through our “scenic, rural, thickly-wooded, residential area.”

The commonly referred to “Berlin Wall” will literally split our quite little town in half, will be an incredible
eye-sore, will depreciate the value of our homes by hundreds of thousands of dollars per home, and will
greatly diminish the quality of living. This is not NIMBYism... Atherton is one of the only rural areas left
in this busy, highly populated peninsula. HSR will ruin it and there will be nowhere for anyone to go who
desires this type of unique setting within the peninsula. These are impacts that I personally know will
occut, uniess an alternative route is chosen.

The law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed, without adequate analysis, the use of existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate
280. The Jaw requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the
project, and to do this to the greatest degree feasible.

1 vehemently request that you revise the Draft EIR, and then re-circulate a Revised Draft EIR for further
review and comment by the public. The revised Draft should study the following alternative route: ending
the High Specd Rail in San Jose. Passengers can easily connect to the recently upgraded Bullet Train
which is under utilized and losing millions of doliars.

Thank you,

Betsy Kehoe
betsykehoe@me.com

1012-1

1012-2

1012-3

1012-4

L OHNIA,
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Response to Letter 1012 (Betsy Kehoe, April 25, 2010)

1012-1

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified impacts
along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation strategies to
address the impacts. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts than previously
anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting mitigation
strategies to address significant impacts on the natural environment,
communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new decision.

1012-2

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. Also, visual mitigation
strategies were included the 2008 Final Program EIR to minimize
impacts of the project including using aesthetic treatments,
landscaping, and design. The Authority Board committed in July
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. See also Standard Response 6.

1012-3
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1012-4

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1013 (Patricia Kovas, April 20, 2010)

s

Kris Livingston

From: Patty Kovas [pkovas@hotmail com)

Sent: Tuesday, Aprl 20, 2010 11:00 AM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Comments on By Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority,

I urge you to consider the following:
The proposed high speed rail route through the peninsula from San Jose to San Francisco would defiritety [013-1
impact my life in terms of noise, vibration, views, business impact, trees and vegetation, homes and

safety. I have researched the alternatives extensively and fail to understand why the rail could not end at |1013_2
San Jose and passengers then switch to the baby bullet thereby eliminating the cost and destruction of
vegetation and property. With our schools in such dire condition I can not fathom why spending all this
money on the rail system between San Jose and San Francisco when there is already an alternative in
place (the baby bullet) makes any fiscal sense whatever.

1013-3

Thanks for your attention.
Patricia Kovas

6 Maple Ave
Atherton, CA 94027

The New Busy is not the too busy. Combine all your e-mail accounts with Hotmail. Get busy.
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Response to Letter 1013 (Patricia Kovas, April 20, 2010)

1013-1 1013-3

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program Please see Response to Comment 1013-2.
EIR Material identifid significant impacts at the program level. More

detailed information and analysis of impacts and mitigation will be

included in project-level EIR/EISs. More detailed analyses related to

project impacts during construction and operation will be performed

during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design

and location information will be available. See also Standard

Response 3 related to project-level detalil.

1013-2

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus. The Authority
will make a new decision on a network alternative to carry into the
project level environmental document. The alternatives that avoid
the Caltrain corridor are not the staff recommended network
alternative, but will be considered by the Authority as part of the
new decision. Public comments supporting terminating HST service
in San Jose will be part of the record that the Board considers.
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i ents from Individuals
Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comm

Comment Letter 1014 (William J. Schroeder, April 25, 2010)

SRl W Ky

v g e BT F]

96 Mount Vermnon Lane

The Schroeder’s Personal Fax 22 Atherton, CA 94027-3037

SUN 25 APR 2010
F&CSlmIIE 1 Mr, Dan Leavitt

Date: 2S5 AFRIL Doro Califonia High-Speed Rail Authority

Transmittal Total pages inciudi}ag cover sheet: G- S4a % Shoet, Bute 1405

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Drafi Program EIR (sent via email 1o
comment@hsr.ca.gov and via facsimil ission to 916-322-0827 on SUN 25 APR 201 h))

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

= _To: Mae - 25&‘»'\/ AE.,‘;—U; v From: [ ]LEE SCHROEDER This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on
2 R the Authority’s proposed routing of the High-8 d Train system in the San Francisco Bay Area.
HSR_ Aormen, [¥.] BILL SCHROEDER o = BB Tiln syatect i the Sen Fra :

| 1live in Atherton at 96 Mount Vemon Lane. The Authority’s proposed project design and the routing of
g = the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely
cc: jﬁﬂff‘?/ﬂ ~Jas. S/'M 1 71 A significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, my community and to the natural environment.,
/- —_ = These impacts include, but are not limited to, noise and vibration imp view impacts, busi
632 688 LDS; O impacts, impacts on trees and other vegetation, and increased public safety dangers, Many of these
._Fax: [~ ?/Ié ~322-8 8273 Phone: 630/326-8908 impacts could be eliminated, or vastly reduced, by choosing a completely different routing solution.

Phone: Fax: 650/320-8437

141

Having lived at the above address for 19 years, I am a ‘neighborhood expert’ with respect to the real
= ce N 40 -~ - impacts on my environment and my community of the project that you propase, which impacts have not | 1014.2
L |_ 5 ? 8/ ;24-‘ -?' r been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires. Here, specifically, are the impacts that I
personally know will occur, unless an altemative route is chosen, or unless the project is modified in
significant and environmentally acceptable ways:

* Noise, vibration, and visual pellution in the neighborhood will i expa ially based on
information provided thus far by the HSR Authority and based on my experience with high-speed | 1014-3
rail in Shanghai, China, thus causing neighborhood bifurcation and subsequent blight in an up-
until-now extremely well cared-for community,

df"m.&‘j% O 6‘147 ;ch"" % .‘?’AJ * Architectural gems, which are an integral part of Atherton’s unique history, will be virtually

/
Wi, fusst deogr o
Adtac ._cd,(. p///

REMARKS: O Urgen O Foryourreview [ Reply ASAP [J Please commem

destroyed or significantly i pail 2---in just my i di ghborhood---historic and
E'I heritage hames dating back nearly a century or more, some designed by the renowned California
architect Willis Polk, such as:

Nos. 45, 50 & 96 Mount Vemon Lane
Mos. 1, 30, 35, 49 & 53 McCormick Lane 1014-4
Mos. 77, 102, 150 & 175 Fair Oaks Lane

No. 48 Lloyden Drive

MNos., 46, 48 & 54 Maranna Lane

The historic Atherton Train Station, Town Hall, & Library.

O0O0CO0OO0OO0O

1 " * Newer, beautifully designed and maintained homes will have their value significantly impaired or
destroyed, including on just our small cul-de-sac alone nos. 1,2, 10, 91 & 97 Mount Vernon Lane

Page 16-52

LIFORNIA



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1014 - Continued

* Large numbers of heritage oak and redwood trees will e destroyed or significantly impaired.

¢ The unique community that Atherton has become, based on two centuries of dedicated investment
by multiple generations of caring citizens, will be devastated. [See “Under the Oaks—Two
Hundred Years in Atherton,” by Pamela Gulilard and Nancy Lund; Scottwell Associates, San
Franeisco, CA 2009.]

* Property values in one of the most desirable real estate sections in the country, i.e., the San
Francisco Peninsula in general and Atherton specifically, will be substantially impaired.
{ “Atherton, Cailif (84027 is the nation’s second most expensive ZiP cods with a median asking price
©of §3.85 million”. Source: “America’s Most Expensive ZIP Codes,” by Francesca Levy,
www.Forbes.com, August 27, 2009, based on real estate statistics provided by Allos Research, a
national real estale data collection and rasearch firm that racks over 15,000 2IP codes.] With the
current HSR proposal, now thrust into the public domain over the past year by the HSR. Authority
publicity program, that contemplates using the Caltrain alignment, we have seen during that same
period the value of our own home, close ta the Calteain alignment, decline on the well-regarded
online home appraisal website www.Zillaw.com from $6.2 million on May 1, 2009 10 §3.25
million on April 1, 2010 (a 48% decline), compared to a decline from $3.65 to §2.74 million
(25%) for the average home in Atherton a5 a whole, according to Zillow.com, and compared to
only a 19% decline in property values in Woadside, a neighboring town with similar
demographics but more removed from the Caltrain alignment.

« In an example of how the HSR Authority’s proposed alignment is affecting our community, one
of our Atherton neighbors, at 101 Fair Oaks Lane bordering on the Caltrain alignment, was unable
to sell their home and that home is now vacant and Bank Owned. According to Zillow.com, the
value of this home plummeted from $4.13 million on May 1, 2009 to $2.64 million on April 1,
2010—-and today it is listed for sale by the bank at $1.73 million. A foretaste of what is to come
up and down the San Francisco Peninsula if the HSR Authority persists with its proposal 1o use
the Caltrain alignment!

*  Property tax collections in the affected San F isco P la bedroom co ities will
decline right along with the value of the properties impacted by the high-Speed Train, further
straining an already grievously strained fiscal situation for Peninsul identi; iti

['believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better igation into and de ion of the

impacts I have described above - and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborboods
along the alignment you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to

gate these imy to the gr degree feasible. You should red ign the project to include
mieasures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a different alignment or project alternative that will
have that same effect.

I request you to lé\-"f&t the Draft EIR, and then recirculate a Revised Draft EIR for further review and
comment by the public. The Revised Draft should at a minimum study the following alternative routes:

* Highway 101 corridor
* Almmont Alignment to Highway 101
*  Highway 280 corridor

10145

1014-6

10147

10148

o142

Alternatively, a cost and envi lly effective solution would be to end the High-Speed Train in San | 1014-10
Jose and then use Caltrain, Bart and Santa Clara VTA transportation assets to move people to their final
Bay Area destinations. Irequest that this alternative also be studied in your Revised Draft EIR.

Thank you for taking my cammenis and coneerns into account, as the California Environmental Cuality
Act requires.

r
Atherton, California

LIFORNIA
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1014 (William J. Schroeder, April 25, 2010)

1014-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

1014-2

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1014-3

More detailed information and analysis of noise, vibration, visual,
and community impacts and mitigation will be included in project-
level EIR/EISs. See Standard Responses 3 and 5.

1014-4

More detailed information and analysis of cultural resource and
resdiential impacts and mitigation measures will be included in
project-level EIR/EISs when more detailed design and location
information will be available. Under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be
followed at the project level include identification of resources,
evaluation of their significance under the National Register of
Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial adverse
effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures. Specific

resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be
done at the project level.

1014-5

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigations for preservation of

@&ﬁ‘iﬁ?“ﬁ!ﬁ
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existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1014-6

Atherton comprises 4.9 square miles. Caltrain travels approximately
three-quarter of a mile across Atherton. Properties adjacent to the
railway comprise about 0.04 square miles. It is unlikely the HST
would devastate properties adjacent to the Caltrain right-of-way.
The right-of-way is approximately the same width as immediately
north of Atherton's city limits, where a four-track railway currently
exists.

There are potential impacts to the properties adjacent to the existing
railway, comprising less than 1% of the area of Atherton, but
devastation of the unique community of Atherton, would not occur.

1014-7
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1014-8
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1014-9

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1014-10

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1015 (Pat Gruner, April 26, 2010)

ESE4EZIBTE [

AFR-26-18 B87:36 PM  IHTEGRAL RESULTS
1015

1063 Pair Ouks Lane
Atheton, CA 94027

April 26, 2000

U2E 1 Sineet, !
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Pragram EIR
Deur Mr. Leavittand the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Lnvironmental Inipact Report (LIR)
prepared on the Authority's proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Buy Areu, The
Authority’s proposed project routing would extremely significant impacts on the San Francisco | 1015-1
Peninsula. Impacts would be experienced by me, my fumily. my neighborhood, and by the
natural environment. These impacts include, but are not limited to, noise und vibration impacts,
View irnpacts, business impacts, impacts on trees and other vegetation, und increased public
safuty dangers. Muny of the Jisted impacts could be eliminated, or vastly reduced., by choosing a
completely different routing solution,

I believe the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing
aliernatives, You have dismissed without adequate analysis the use of existing rights of way 1015-2
ulong Highway 101 and Interstate 280. The law requires you fo identify ways to climinate or to
mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to do this to the greatest degree feusible,

Lrequest you to revise the Drafl EIR, and then recireulate a Revised Draft BIR fos further review
and comment by the public, The Revised Drafl should study the following alternative routes:

*  Highway 101 corridor 1015-3
*  Alamont Alignment to Highway 101

o Highway 280 corridor

* linding the High Speed Train in San Jose

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account. as the California Environmental
Quality Act requires,

Sincercly,
oy

Ly 5
AR A

Pat Groner
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1015 (Pat Gruner, April 26, 2010)

1015-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identifid significant impacts at the program level. More
detailed information and analysis of impacts and mitigation will be
included in project-level EIR/EISs. More detailed analyses related to
project impacts during construction and operation will be performed
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design
and location information will be available. See also Standard
Response 3 related to project-level detalil.

1015-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1015-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. See
also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1016 (Tom Holt, March 12, 2010)

e
Kris Livingston Quick Links
From: Tom Holt [tom @ surtwax.com] Caiilomia thgh- Hall Atiost
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 5:30 PM e
To: prp @ caltrain.com
Ce: HSR Comments
Subject: Re: California High Speed Train Update
Regarding the Revised Draft March 2010 EIR — a couple of comments (perhaps seemingly minor, but these The Califomia High-Speed Rail Autho
reflect on the sincerity of the HSRA to _really_ involve/c i with the cc ity as alleged by Bay_Aﬂ-;alo entral Valley H\gh-Sps:ed Train Pr
Dominic, Bethany, and Bruce at the Feb meeting at the Menlo Park Council Chambers). Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/S) tha [ onmental impacts
1. The two scheduled Public Meetings are being held in San Jose. San Jose is "positive” on HSR - a view not ) nectujglthe San
necessarily shared by folks in the Palo Alto—Menlo Park—Atherion area. A genuine attempt to solicit 10161 r : gions, within the
community input requires that you hold at least one meeting in our area (mid-Peninsula), and that you selected a) n and including the Aﬂ?IFOI1f_PaSS and
venue that could acce date a sizable audi - say the Menlo-Atherton High School Performing Arts F'ach 20 Pass. The Authority cerfified the Final Program EIR
Center (hutp:/fwww thecenteratma.org/?2 144Nav=|& NodelD=90) 8 and selecled the Pa eco Pass Alignment
ve serving San Fran via San Jos ;
2. The PDF (31.5MB) can be run through Acrobat Pro in about | minute and the size reduced to 12MB without prefered network altemative to connect the high-speed train
altering the quality — thereby making the Draft smaller and thus something more folks will likely download. If |60
sending out an unnecessarily bloated PDF is a reflection of how the project budget might be handled, well...
Tom Holt
Atherton
On Mar 12, 2010, at 3:50 PM, Peninsula Rail Program wrote: ary in certain areas, The Authority set aside fis

July 2008 decision and is now taking steps to comply with the
it's ruling. The Autherity conclucted additional analysis ancl

comment for 45 days beginning March 11, 2010 and

at5 p.m. Apiil 26, 2010. In rciance with Califormia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the Authority
requests that reviewers limit the scope of their comments to
the revised materials contained in the Revised Draft Program
EIR.

Comments on the Revised Draft Program EIR Material can
be sent to the Califomia High-Speed Rail Authority in three
ways under the subject line "Bay Area to Central Valley

Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material Comments':

In This Issue

Diedud DL roaram S48 By CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN UPDATE

S. Mail: 925 L Street, Suite 1425 Sacramento, CA
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1016 - Continued

95814, Attention: Dan Leavitt

s
The Authority will host two public meetings to accept
comments on the Revised Draft Program EIR:

Wednesday, April 7, 2010

« 10:am to 12:00pm - Sheriff's Auditorium 55 West
Younger Street, San Jose, CA 95110
5:00pm to 7:00pm - Board of Supervisors
Chambers 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose,
95113

Visit the Califomia High-Speed Rail Authority's Web Site

(8

View and download the Revised Draft Program EIR
Request a printed copy of the Revised Draft Program
EIR

Locate a library near you o review a copy of

the Revised Draft Program EIR

Please call the Authority at (916) 324-1541, or check the
Califomia High-Speed Rail Authority's Web Site
v for more information.

Email us:
prp@caltrain.com

il Marketing by

This emall was sent to tom@surfwax.com by prp@caltrain.com.
Update Profile/Email Address | Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ | Privacy Policy.
Peninsula Rall Program | 799 Seventh Street | San Francisco | CA | 94107

ICALIFORNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1016 (Tom Holt, March 12, 2010)

1016-1

The Authority disagrees that the Peninsula cities did not have the
ability to participate in the environmental process. The 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified
in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring
corrective work under CEQA. Outreach was not one of those topics.
Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency Involvement, in the 2008
Final Program EIR. The scoping activities for the Bay Area to Central
Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS were conducted between
November 15 and December 16, 2005 and included meetings in San
Jose, San Francisco and four other cities. The Authority held a total
of eight public hearings, including in San Jose and San Francisco to
present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to receive public comments
between August 23, 2007 and September 26, 2007.

The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest possible
notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. Notification
was provided in 8 newspapers including the San Francisco Examiner

and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of Availability and Notice of a
Public Meeting postcard was further distributed to over 50,000
individuals identified as part of on-going project-level engineering
and environmental studies. The Revised Draft Program EIR Material
and a Notice of Availability and of a Public Meetings was also made
available to 16 libraries for public viewing. Two public meetings
were held on April 7, 2010 in San Jose on the Revised Draft Program
EIR. Both of these meetings did not end until everyone had the
ability to speak. If the Authority proceeds with a network
alternative that involves Atherton at the project level, the Authority
will continue its efforts at public outreach in the area.

1016-2
Comment acknowledged.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1017 (Elsa Arata, April 24, 2010)

1017
’ . N . . s . 1017-7
s Livi existence of the high speed rail. We won't know until it's way too late. There is also an elementary school on | cont.
Kris Livingston Encinal Avenue. 1t is about a mile from the tracks. Many young children attend this school who live on the

. - The . e 5 1 rac i Shel rain 72 This train si 1017-8
From: Elsa Arata [elsa.arata@gmail com] other side of the .nackA vlhcy would 1{&\& to navigate 1hf: tracks anq a hlgh spuc_d train 92 This train sxmply
Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 8:26 AM does not belong in a neighborhood. The high speed train belongs in an industrial/freeway/open area, not in a
To: HSR Comments well established neighborhoods that dot the San Fransisco Peninsula. There are other options. All of them need | 15179
Subject: Comments on bay area to central valley revised draft program EIR to be examined. Better now, than regretful later.

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Subject: Comments on ba)i area to central valley revised drafl program EIR Elsa Arata,

Elsa Arata
120 Encinal Ave.

Atherton, Ca. 94027

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority's proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority's proposed project
routing would cause extreme significant impacts on the San Francisco Peninsula. Impacts would be
experienced by me, my family, my neighborhood, and the natural environment.

1017-1

These negative impacts would include, but are not limited to, noise and vibration impacts, view impacts,
business impacts, impacts on trees and other vegetation, and an increase in public safety dangers. Many of
these negative impacts could be eliminated or greatly reduced, by choosing a completely different routing
solution.

1 believe the law requires the Authority to do more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed without adequate analysis the use of the existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate
280. The law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and
to do this to the greatest degree feasible.

1017-2

I request that you revise the Draft EIR, and then recirculate a Revised Draft EIR for further review and
comment by the public. The Revised Draft should study in detail, the following routes. The Highway 101
corridor is already geared for fast travel which is removed from local housing, businesses, and schools. A high
speed rail would be much more aligned with highway travel, as apposed to traveling at high speeds thru
neighborhoods, small businesses and local schools. High speed travel along an already established freeway
system makes nothing but sense. The disruption of years of building would be more feasible and friendly along
side a freeway, instead of along side railroad tracks that run thru our small towns and beautiful neighborhoods.
The Altamont Alignment to Highway 101 should also be closely studied. It would provide another option that
would prove less disruptive to small towns, their businesses, and their families.

1017-3

1live in Atherton, at the above address. The street I live on, Encinal Avenue, runs across the railroad tracks

and my house is 5 houses away from the tracks. If the Authority decides to go ahead with the existing plan, my
house will be separated from downtown.

1 will not be able to take a walk down my street fo the nursery that occupies the land adjacent to the existing | 0175
tracks. This nursery has been at this location for almost 70 years. In fact, the nursery will probably have to N
vacate. It will become part of this mammoth project.  The noise level will not be conducive to sitting inmy | 1017-6
back yard. It will make my park like yard seem like grand central station. I have many heritage oak trees that | 1017-7
could be impacted by the pollution. No one really knows the collateral damage from the construction or

1017-4

1
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1017 (Elsa Arata, April 24, 2010)

1017-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identified significant impacts at the program level. More
detailed information and analysis of impacts and mitigation will be
included in project-level EIR/EISs. More detailed analyses related to
project impacts during construction and operation will be performed
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design
and location information will be available. See also Standard
Response 3 related to project-level detalil.

1017-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1017-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1017-4

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that

would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existed
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

1017-5
See Standard Response 6.

1017-6
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The noise
analysis at the project-level will include impacts to residential
outdoor use areas.

1017-7

As noted in Chapter 3.3, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the
HST project would remove cars off of roadways, enhance local
circulation with grade separations, and use electrically-powered
trains that would result in an overall improvement of air quality. It is
also assumed that Caltrain would switch from diesel-powered trains
to electrically-powered trains, so air quality would be improved.
During construction, all equipment will be required to meet the latest
clean air standards. And, as the project would eliminate all roadway
grade crossings, the pollution from cars idling at closed railway
crossings to let the train pass would be eliminated. All these
elements would reduce air quality emissions.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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1017-8
See Response to Comment 1005-7.

1017-9

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existed

Response to Comments from Individuals

would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

é.‘;‘f_‘-'.’f»’.".'.ﬁ
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Comment Letter 1018 (Jack and Nancy Dehoff, April 21, 2010)

1018
1 Mount Vernon Lane
Atherton, CA 94027 .
-The noise and vibration impacts will be far worse than those
April 21, 2010 we now contend with from Caltrain (we live about 100 yards from
P ! the existing track). Some estimates have suggested that a train 1018
Dan Leavitt (either high-speed or Caltrain) will pass every five minutes. 5
i i Whether this is accurate or not, the cofmbination of Caltrain and
- rit ¥
g;éiioézizetlggufszeiqggll Rethority High-speed will be detrimental to the enjoyment of our home We
Sacramento éa 95814 chose to live in this neighborhood years ago and the idea of
: increased noise and disruption is repugnant. Vibration is now
3 [ v Revised Draft s!gnificant, and we can only imagine how this will be increased
RE CO??i;::moglgay Axes. bof cenbERl NasieY with the addition of high-speed rail.
" " -In the absence of a definite plan we can only guess how the view
DesEiE, BaRviet and Bhe HIGH Speed Rall ARNOELEV: ve now enjoy will be impacted. An ugly wall visible from our home
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact :111 "°th°H1Y be aesthEt;C311¥ :ngléssinir but_willic?rbalnly \0ig
Report (EIR) prepared on the Authority's proposed routing of the system hmpact t elvaluetﬁf our home and lan 2 s EEHIOrtC t ?i“a :9 5 s
in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority's proposed project routing iOPehtO rely onillehcontlnu§? vaiﬁe o hour pr0p§r yﬁ N :i unne
would make extremely significant impacts on the San Franciscoc Peninsula. 1§ : OB, :e :r e avittouiireund;zgged{ea::s: msohs 2 ?b °5;;ue
Impacts would be experienced by me, my family, my neighborhood, and by ny event o property ¥ ch o -1 .
e R e e aas [ ~The trees and vegetation that make Atherton unique will be decimated.liis

This area is known for its beautiful vistas and we would hope to

propose. keep it that way.

These impacts include, but are not limited to, noise and vibration im- _The public safety issue is a viable and important one.The danger

pacts, view impacts, business impacts, impacts on trees and other vege- to pedestrians and cars has not been spelled out, although it may JiE

tation, and increased public safety dangers. Many of the listed impacts be a significant factor. -+

could be eliminated, or vastly reduced, by choosing a completely different|

routing solution. I believe the law requires that the Authority do a much better investiga-
tion of the impacts I have described above - and not only in my neigh-

I believe the law regquires the Authority to do a more thorough investiga- borhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment you are

tion of routing alternatives. You have dismissed without adequate proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate

analysis the use of existing right of ways along Highway 101 and 018-2 or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You should

Interstate 280. The law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement

to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to do this to the or choose a different alignment or project alternative that will have

greatest degree feasible. that effect. 10is

I request you to revise the Draft EIR for further review and comment by The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Authority 2d

the publie. I believe either the Highway 101 corridor or the Highway y to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the great-

280 corridor would have less impact on homes and businesses than the 13-3 est degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures

currently proposed route. to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a different alignment or
project alternative that will have that effect. Please redo the current

I live in Atherton, at the address shown above. The Authority's pro- Draft, to respond to the comments I am making and that you receive from

posed project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train others, and then circulate it for additional publiec review.

along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely significant

impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, and to the natural environ- Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as the Cali-

ment. These impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated 0184 fornia Environmental Quality Act requires.

as the law requires.
Yours truly,
Here, specifically, are the impacts that I personally know will occur,

unless an alternative route is chosen, or unless the project is modified {( 4{
in significant ways: /('_ oy
“Hla I,

W Sen. Leland Yee
J ﬁ Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
3] g Eéf Assemblyman Ira Ruskin

Mayor Kathy McKeithen

cc: Sen. Joe Simitian

Jack Dehoff °
Nancy Dehoff
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1018 (Jack and Nancy Dehoff, April 21, 2010)

1018-1

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged. The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material identifid significant impacts at the
program level. The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. More detailed analyses
related to noise, vibration, visual, trees/vegetation and impacts on
businesses and safety during construction and operation will be
performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more
detailed design and location information will be available. See also
Standard Response 3 related to project-level detail.

1018-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1018-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. Also
see response to comment 1018-2.

1018-4

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified impacts along the
Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation strategies to address the
impacts. The current Revised Draft Program EIR Material discloses a
higher level of land use impacts than previously anticipated. The
Authority will consider adopting mitigation strategies to address
significant impacts on the natural environment, communities, and
neighborhoods when it makes a new decision.

1018-5

The noise analysis at the project-level will include the cumulative
impacts of existing noise sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed
noise sources. See Standard Responses 3 and 5.

1018-6

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigation for preservation of
existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1018-7

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level

Response to Comments from Individuals

engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigation for preservation of
existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1018-8
See Response to Comment 1005-7.

1018-9

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1019 (Alain and Rosemary Enthoven, April 17, 2010)

HSR Letter 4.17.10 1019 drop in real estate values. When or if the train actually materializes, prices will drop 25-30%. That will
reduce assessed values and local tax revenues. We are counting on our property value sometime in the | 15794
next 10 years to pay for a retirement home and to help with the college educations of our cont.

grandchildren. The EIR should include independent estimates of the loss of our real estate values. And
we should be compensated.

Alain and Rosemary Enthoven We believe that the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough and balanced investigation of
One McCormick Lane routing alternatives. You have dismissed without adequate analysis the use of the Altamont-East Bay
Atherton, CA 94027 route which would better serve the East Bay and Sacramento areas which have larger populations than
April 17, 2010 San Francisco. You should also analyze in detail a plan for locating the northern terminal of the HSR in
San Jose. San Jose has a larger population than San Francisco and Silicon Valley is a larger business 1019-5
Dan Leavitt center. Then let San Francisco-bound passengers complete their journeys on CalTrain, possibly with
California High-Speed Rail Authority some connecting express trains.

925 L. Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814 Thank you for taking our comments and concerns into account as the California Environmental Quality

Act requires.

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Yours truly,

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority 4 Wé% P’ J.Kl{,(AJJ‘ §ﬂl1(4/ﬁ'bf/(/

This letter is intended to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the Alin Enthoven Rosemary Enthoven

Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority’s proposed 1019-1
routing would have extremely detrimental impacts on us, our family, our neighborhood and the
natural environment. We have been Atherton home owners since 1973 and we can assure you we have
“expert” knowledge of our neighborhood.

cc. California Senator Joe Simitian

Assemblyman Ira Ruskin

The proposed HSR route along the CalTrain right of way down the San Francisco Peninsula would cause
serious damage to the quality of life in our neighborhood and the values of our properties. We live
about one block northeast of the CalTrain right of way at Fair Oaks Lane in Atherton. We and most
people in our neighborhood walk, bicycle or drive across the CalTrain right of way at Fair Oaks lane.
Children in this neighborhood can now walk and bicycle on their way to the library and the park, to the
soccer fields and to school. We can and sometimes do walk to the police station, the Town Hall, and the
branch post office there. We drive across the tracks on the way to my work at Stanford University, to
church, and to shopping, and to the homes where our children and grand children live. We fear
particularly the impact cf the construction phase in which our convenrient access to cross the right of
way would be blocked, feading to more traffic and congestion, and loss of independent mobility for
children.

1019-2

We live with a level crossing at Fair Oaks and CalTrain. It works tolerably well because the trains are
fairly infrequent, and as long as they do not make prolonged toud whistles. But it would be hard to
believe we could have a level crossing with the HSR at our or any other crossing. An elevated railway 1019-3
would be hideous and intolerably noisy. We like to eat outdoors in summer, but with such noise we
would not be able to hear each other talking. And it would wake people at night. it would transform
our pleasant semi-rural environment into an ugly urban environment,

We have consulted with a local real estate broker who has 34 years of experience and knows our 1019-4
neighborhood well. In her judgment, even the hint of the HSR becoming a reality is causing a 10-15%
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1019 (Alain and Rosemary Enthoven, April 17, 2010)

1019-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1019-2
See Standard Response 6 regarding quality of life issues.

1019-3

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The analysis of
the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from aerial photos.
It was determined that the existing right-of-way through Atherton
was the same width as the right-of-way just north of Atherton where
there are currently four tracks. Observation from the right-of-way
determined that most mature trees, if not all, are outside the right-
of-way. The Final Program EIR assumed a retained fill through
Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing over the
cross streets on short bridges.

Specific noise mitigation will be conducted as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS to ensure proper measures are taken to keep noise
from the HST within Federally-acceptable levels.

The introduction of HST to the Caltrain right-of-way may have
impacts, but they would be identified and mitigated to the extent
reasonably possible. The project would not change the land uses in
Atherton. It would continue to be a community of homes and trees.

1019-4
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1019-5

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1020 (Dewell and Karen Goodman, April 24, 2010)

zo

Kris Livingston

From: Karen [dkgoodmanB5@t il.com]

Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 12:50 PM _

Ta: HSR Comments; dkgoodman85@haotmail.com; kmekeithen@ci atherton.ca.us
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Attachments: EIR doc

Dear Mr. Leavitt, Thank you in advance for addressing our comments and concerns. Sincerely, Dewell and
Karen Goodman

The Néw Buﬁy is not the old busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Get started.

Mr. and Ms. Goodman
81 Maple Ave.
Atherton CA 94027

April 24,2010

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

T am writing to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the rail in the San Francisco Bay Area.
The impact of the proposed routing would be severe and extremely devastating to many
families, neighborhoods and our natural environment. I know that you have mentioned
that HSR is more quiet than the existing rail, but the trains that pass by now come

a lot less frequently than your forecast of a train every 3-5 minutes. This increase in noise
and vibration along with the visual impact or four raised rails and the loss of many
mature Oak trees and Redwood tress along the corridor would be significant. This train
wili change the landscape and feel of our town.

My family and I believe strongly that these impacts along with many more if the current
corridor is ultimately utilized could be eliminated by choosing a different route. We are
also aware that the Law Requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of
routing alternatives. We would like the Authority to adequately analyze the use of the
existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. The Law requires you to
do this!

In closing, we request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then recirculate a Revised Draft
EIR for further review and comment by the public.

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as the California
Environmental Quality Act requires.
Yours truly,

Dewell and Karen Goodman

1020-1

1020-2

1020-3

L OHNIA,
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Response to Letter 1020 (Dewell and Karen Goodman, April 24, 2010)

1020-1 1020-2

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

EIR Material identified significant impacts at the program level. The

Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 1020-3

alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
project level alternatives screening. More detailed analyses related does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is

to noise, vibration, visual, and trees during construction and necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

operation would be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis when more detailed design and location information will be
available. See also Standard Response 3 related to project-level
detail.
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Comment Letter 1021 (Linda Griffin, April 24, 2010)

1021
Kris Livingston Kris Livingston
From: John Neil [john@johnneil.net] From: ligriff1@comcast.net
Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 7:18 PM Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 5:58 PM
To: HSR Comments To: HSR Comments
Subject: High Speed Rail EIR comments Cc: kmckeithen@ci.atherton.ca.us
Attachments: High Speed Rail EIR comments.pdf Subject: HSR Comments

April 25th, 2010

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority,

1'd like to comment on the Draft Program Level EIR prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the
system in the SF Bay Area. The current routing (up the CalTrain Corridor) will significantly impact my 1021-1
family, our serene country-like neighborhood, and Atherton in general. 1have been following the High
Speed Rail direction for the past several years, having been on related committees and attended many
related meetings. | am definitely a local expert on the subject.

“The Town of Atherton desires, insofar as possible, to preserve its character as a scenic, rural, thickly-
wooded, residential arca with abundant open space and with streets designed primarily as scenic routes
rather than for speed of travel." This is quoted directly from our General Plan. High Speed Rail has no
business barreling through our “scenic, rural, thickly-wooded, residential area.”

The commonly referred to “Berlin Wall® will literally split our quite little town in half, will be an incredible
eye-sore, will depreciate the value of our homes by hundreds of thousands of dollars per honte, and will
greatly diminish the quality of living. This is not NIMBYism... Atherton is one of the only rural areas Jeft
in this busy, highly populaied peninsula. HSR will ruin it and there will be nowhere for anyone to go who
desires this type of unique setting within the peninsula. These are impacts that I personally know will
oceur, unless an alternative route is chosen.

The law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed, without adequate analysis, the use of existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate 1021-3
280. The faw requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the
project, and to do this to the greatest degree feasible.

1 vehemently request that you revise the Draft EIR, and then re-circulate a Revised Draft EIR for further
review and comment by the public. The revised Draft should study the following alternative route: ending | 195 4
the High Speed Rail in San Jose. Passengers can easily connect to the recently upgraded Bullet Train
which is under utilized and losing millions of dollars

Thank you,

Linda Griffin
50 Walnut Avenue
Atherton, CA 94027

cc: State Senator Joe Simitian
Assembly Member lra Ruskin
Mayor of Atherton Kathy McKeithen
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1021 (Linda Griffin, April 24, 2010)

1021-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identified significant impacts at the program level. More
detailed information and analysis of impacts and mitigation would be
included in project-level EIR/EIS.

Comment about being a local expert is acknowledged.

1021-2

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. Also, visual mitigation
strategies were included the 2008 Final Program EIR to minimize
impacts of the project including using aesthetic treatments,
landscaping, and design. The Authority Board committed in July
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening.

See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1021-3
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The

Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1021-4

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1022 (Kathleen E. Holt, April 25, 2010)

1022

Kris Livingston

From: Kathy Holt [kathy_holt@vort.com]

Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 2:07 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

40 Moulton Dr.
Atherton, CA 94027
April 25,2010
Mr. Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 9581
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing to you (and the HSRA~—High Speed Rail Authority) to comment on the Draft Program Level
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San
Francisco Bay Area.

1022-1
As a long-time Atherton resident (30 years), I can speak with authority regarding the impact of the proposed
routing. The Authority’s proposed project routing would have significant negative impacts — impacts on my
family, my neighborhood, me personally and by the natural environment. I can assure you that I am a genuine
“cxpert” with respect to the impacts of the project you propose. Many of the listed impacts could be eliminated,
or vastly reduced, by choosing a completely different routing solution.

1. Community: 1 consider myself an “expert” on our neighborhoods, and I firmly believe that having a high-
speed rail run directly through the center of our community will horribly impact and divide the vitality, 1022-
commerce, and unity of the Menlo Park / Atherton area—those very features that make our community unique,
charming, and highly valued.

2. Mental health: The World Health Organization (WHO) recommends a 55 decibel ambient noise level in
residential communities. 1 believe the high-speed rail will greatly exceed that level, and suggest that HSRA

provide absolute proof of noise and vibration levels before proceeding with the proposed route along the 1022-3
Calgain alignment.
3. Safety: Even at reduced speeds (120mph), a high-speed train would require over 60 seconds to reduce speed.
The proposed route along the Caltrain alignment, even with eminent domain removal of some properties, would
1022-4

still run dangerously close to many residences and business, and given an earthquake, the probability that a
high-speed train would leave the tracks is significant. To ignore this reality is to suggest that Caltrans has
wasted billions of dollars on highway and bridge retrofitting.

4. Property Devaluation: Properties near the tracks (within .5 miles of either side) have aiready lost over 10%
of their value according to realtors with whom I have talked. This is unfair and puts a heavy burden on our, and  [1022-5
similar, communities along the proposed route.

I request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then distribute a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment
by the public, including study of the following alternative routes:

» Ending the High Speed Train in San Jose — lower cost, much less residential impact, improved
energy conservation and less noise. We need a re-vote on the bond issue! 1022-6

o Highway 101 corridor ~ little residential impact
o Altamont Alignment to Highway 101 — lower residential impact and cost, less tax revenue loss

The law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts I have
described above — not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment you are
proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to climinate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest
degree feasible.

You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a different 1022-7
alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

The impacts 1 have listed are in addition to the impacts that the proposed project would have on the natural
environment. I ask the Authority properly to address my comments, as the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) requi

(LA TeqU

Very truly yours,
Kathleen E. Holt

Atherton, California

[Sent by Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov /and/ by FAX: 916-322-0827]

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1022 (Kathleen E. Holt, April 25, 2010)

1022-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1022-2
See Response to Comment 1017-4 and Standard Response 6.

1022-3

The 55 dB level is not a single event, or "peak” level. Instead, it
represents an average of acoustic energy over a one year period.
This is a measure of all noise sources that one would be exposed to
as part of one’s daily activities. Along with the HST other noise
sources such as traffic, televisions, and household appliances would
also be higher than 55 dB. The difference is the HST passbys would
occur over a period of seconds which the other typical noise sources
would last much longer.

1022-4

We acknowledge the comment expressing concern about
derailments during an earthquake. Safety is of utmost concern to
the Authority. The high-speed train system is being designed to
comply with all applicable safety standards, including those related
to seismicity. International experience with seismically sensitive
areas, such as in Japan, is that high-speed trainsets, tracks, and
related equipment can be designed to safely withstand seismic
activity without the trainsets leaving the track area.

1022-5
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1022-6

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. Please
see Response to comment 1013 — 2. Revoting on the Bond
measures would be a determination of the State Legislature and the
California voters.

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of U.S. 101
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered a
potential HST alternative along U.S. 101 between San Francisco and
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the
Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process. The U.S. 101
alternative was screened out from further study in the program
environmental documents for practicability reasons. As noted in
Table 2.5-4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS (page 2-43), the US
101 option was rejected from further consideration. As shown in the
table, principal reasons for rejection of these alignments included
construction, right-of-way, and environmental concerns, particularly
visual and land use (right-of-way acquisition) impacts. Please also
see Appendix 2-G1.1 in the Final Program EIR/EIS for a discussion of
alignment alternatives and station location options eliminated from
further consideration.
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The Final 2008 Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material combined provide a complete and thorough description and
evaluation of a “no project” alternative and 21 representative
network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area to the Central
Valley. Included in this range of alternatives were 11 Altamont Pass
network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network alternatives, and 4
Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) network alternatives
using uniform program-level evaluation methodologies and criteria.
Please note that the judgment in the Town of Atherton case did not
find fault with the range of alternatives studied in the Program EIR,
or require additional study of alternatives dismissed from further
consideration. Please see Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material for a full discussion of the advantages and
disadvantage of the network alternatives including the Altamont
network alternatives.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1022-7

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.
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Comment Letter 1023 (Clive Merredew, March 29, 2010)

1023
Clive Memredew
52 Wilburn Avenue
Atherton, CA 94027
March 29, 2010
Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared on the Authority's prop d routing of the system in tha San Francisco Bay Area. The
Authority's proposed project routing would extre on the San Francisco
Peninsula, Impacts would be experienced by me, rny farnlry my nelghborhood and by the 1023-1

natural environment. | can assure you that | am a genuine “expert” with respect to the impacts of
the project you propose. These tmpacts lnclude. but are not limited to, noise and vibration
impacts, view imp , business imy [ on trees and other vegetation, and increased

public safety dangers. Many of the listed impacts could be eliminated, or vastly reduced, by
chooalng a completely different routing solution.

| believe the law requires th Authonty to do amore thcrough investigation of routing
alternatives. You have di d without lysis the use of existing right of ways 1023-2
along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. The Iaw requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to
mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to do this to the greatest degree feasible.

| request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then recirculate a Revised Draft EIR for further review
and comment by the public. The Revised Draft should study the following alternative route:
through the Altamont Pass and across the Bay to Hwy 101. Many US cities run rail corridors 1023-3
along or above highway central medians and this alternative has not been thoroughly
investigated for the California High Speed Rail,

Some possible alternatives include:
» Highway 101 corridor from San Jose to San Francisco
» Highway 280 corridor 10234
« Ending the High Speed Train in Oakland rather than San Francisco using Highway
880. This would have the benefit of easier and less costly connection through to
Sacramento. It would also provide a huge boost to the city of Oakland.

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as the California Environmental
Quality Act requires.

Yours truly,

37 . -

Clive Merredew
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1023 (Clive Merredew, March 29, 2010)

1023-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise, vibration, visual,
business, biological, and public safety impacts and mitigation will be
included in project-level EIR/EISs.

1023-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1023-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with

the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. See
Standard Response 10.

1023-4

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in Oakland or not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alterantives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with Oakland Terminus; Altamont Pass
with Union City Terminus; Altamont Pass with Oakland and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Altamont Pass with San Jose, Oakland
and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Oakland
and San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose Terminus;
Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco via
Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) with
Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont
pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in Oakland will be part of the record that the
Board considers. See Standard Response 10.
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Comment Letter 1024 (Renate Merredew, March 29, 2010)

Ms, Renate Merredew 1024

52 Wilburn Avenue
Atherton, CA 94027

March 29, 2010

Mr. Dan Leavit

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.

1024.1
| live in the Lioyden Park neighborhood, at the following address: 52 Wilburn Ave, Atherton 94027,

The Authority's proposed project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain
alignment would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborheod, and to the
natural environment. | can assure you that | am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the
project you propose, which impacts have not been properly i d and miti i as the law requires,

Here, specifically, are the impacts that | personally know will occur, unless an alternative route is chosen, or

unless the project is modified in significant ways:

o |live just a few yards from the proposed route and the noise and vibration from the tracks will be w2
extreme, The noise and vibration will have a very detrimental effect on my health, on my ability to sleep,
and on the value of my property when I will Iy be forced to sell.

« An above ground system of tracks will be visible from my home and will ruin my views. | 1024-3

& lam concerned that literally thousands of trees will need to be cut down to accommodate the extra .
width of right-of-way you will acquire. | g

» Ifone of the high speed trains on an elevated track should derail the results in my neighborhood would | 1024-5
be catastrophic with potentially huge loss of life and property.

I believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better | and doc ion of the impacts |
have described above — and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alig

you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the
greatest degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement,
or choose a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

[024-6

| request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you then recirculate
such a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank you for taking my comments and
concerns into account, as the California Environmental Quality Act requires,

1024-7

\"ouy'\".
/(-fax-rc-ﬂf{ //‘C/‘\E L C,,-,.,__h

Renate Merredew
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1024 (Renate Merredew, March 29, 2010)

1024-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1024-2

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See also
Standard Responses 3 and 6.

1024-3

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing

right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigation for preservation of
existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1024-4
See Response to Comment 1024-3 above.

1024-5
See Response to Comment 1006-8.

1024-6

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
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impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1024-7

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1025 (David A. Lewis, April 21, 2010)

1025
additional three million people in the East Bay, Stockton and Sacramento who would
benefit from faster travel times.
David A. Lewis I believe that the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of 10251
50 Jennings Lane routing alternatives. You have dismissed without adeq lysis the use of the cont
Atherton, CA 94027 Altamont Pass route.
April 21, 2010 1 request that you revise the Draft EIR and re-circulate the revised drafl for further review
' and comment by the public. The revised draft should study and fully evaluate using the
Altamont route for the high speed rail link from the Central Valley to the Bay Area.
Dan Leavitt . :
California High Speed Rail Authority Thank you for your consideration.
925 L Street, Suite 1425 =
Sacramento, CA 95814 Slm!y,
7

Re: Comments to Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR /MJZ—
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority, David A. Lewis
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report ge; Toun af Attierton
(EIR) prepared on the Authority's proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco
Bay Area. The EIR is fatally defective due to its failure to consider seriously the
Altamont Route for linking the Central Valley to the greater San Francisco Bay Area. In
fact, the Altamont Pass is the best route because it would generate the highest ridership
and revenue for a Los Angeles — Bay Area System.

® Altamont is about 50 minutes faster from Sacramento to San Francisco than the

Pacheco route, thus speedi along the 1 80 and I

580/680 corridors. The Pacheco route would actually take longer than current Capitol

Corridor or ACE trains and therefore would prod ligible congestion relief on

Interstates 80, 580 and 680.

® Altamont allows San Francisco trains to reach dedicated high-speed track much o

sooner after leaving San Francisco, providing the less-than-3-hour Los Angeles
travel time required by the bonding legislation. This is of key importance to the
suceess of high speed rail.

# The Altamont route links more cities, reducing more automobile trips and
improving air quality. Altamont would serve numerous San Joaquin Valley and Tri-
Valley cities including: Merced, Turlock, Modesto, M: Tracy, Livermore,
Pleasanton, Dublin, San Ramon and Fremont.

® The Altamont route direetly serves nearly one million people residing in these ten
cities. By the Pacheco alig serves Los Banos, Gilroy and Morgan Hill
with combined populations of only 100,000 people.

® Altamont’s direct connections to existing public transit systems, including BART
at Livermore and Fremont, will reduce station costs and increase ridership. Altamont
ridership would exceed that of the other alignments, because it runs closer to the
center of population of the Bay Area, and can provide superior service for an

Page 16-81

CALIFORNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1025 (David A. Lewis, April 21, 2010)

1025-1

Please see Response to Comment 1010-1 for a summary of the
reasons that Pacheco alignment with San Jose and San Francisco
termini was identified as the preferred alternative in the 2008 Final
Program EIR. A complete discussion of the reasons for this selection
is provided in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material.

The Authority agrees that the Altamont alignment has shorter travel
time between San Francisco and Sacramento, which is noted in the
Summary table S.8-1 of the Program EIR. Please note that the
current capitol corridor schedule shows an on train time of one hour
and 50 minutes between Sacramento and Emeryville. To arrive in
downtown San Francisco then requires a bus service over the Bay
Bridge shown as an additional 30 minutes. Travel time for an
express train on the HST Pacheco Alignment between San Francisco
and Sacramento is one hour and 47 minutes (Table S.8-1, 2008
Program EIR). The Altamont pass travel time between San Francisco
and Los Angeles is 2 minutes faster than the Pacheco Alternatives.

As noted in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material: “The Tri-Valley Policy Working Group and Technical
Advisory Committee (Tri-Valley PAC) took a similar position. Tri-
Valley PAC is a partnership that includes the cities of Dublin,
Livermore, Pleasanton, Danville, San Ramon, and Tracy along with
transportation providers LAVTA, ACE, and BART. The Tri-Valley
supports “continued study of high speed rail through the Altamont
Corridor on the Union Pacific corridor PROVIDED:”

e “a. There are no significant Right-of-Way takes.
e “b. There is no major aerial structure through Pleasanton.”

“In addition, the Tri-Valley PAC provided the following comments for
consideration by the Authority:”

“The Draft Bay Area EIR/EIS includes a Bay Area HSR alignment that
would include High Speed Train service through the Pacheco Pass

and regional overlay service provided through the Altamont pass.
The Policy Advisory Committee believes that this option may present
the best way of addressing our concerns and delivering optimal HST
service to the region as a whole. The combined
Altamont/Pacheco(Hybrid) alignment option allows HSR to provide
frequent service along the most direct route between northern and
southern California, while still serving the important regional
transportation corridors in Northern California, including those in the
Central Valley, the Tri-Valley, and between Sacramento and the Bay
Area. The Draft EIR/EIS demonstrates that the corridors served by
the Altamont alignment include some of the greatest travel demand
in the entire system.”

“While providing these important transportation advantages, a
system that provides service in both major corridors also mitigates
some of the possible negative impacts identified in the Draft
EIR/EIS. Specifically related to the Tri-Valley’s key concerns, it
would improve the likelihood that HST service could be delivered
within the existing Union Pacific Right-of-Way without the need for
major aerial infrastructure, or significant right-of-way acquisition
through the developed portions of the Tri-Valley.”

Improvements to the ACE corridor are currently under review by the
Authority in concert with ACE, the regional planning agencies, and
BART.

Please see Response to Comment 1010 — 1 regarding the adequacy
of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material. The Authority has revised and recirculated certain
portions of the May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material. The purpose of the recirculated
material is to comply with the final judgment of the Town of
Atherton litigation. The Authority does not believe that additional
revision and recirculation is necessary to fully comply with the court
judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1026 (Howard W. Morgan, April 24, 2010)

1026

Kris Livingston
From: Hwmarganii@acl.com Howard W. Morgan
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 10:55 AM 79 Snowden Ave.
To: HSR Comments Atherton. CA 94027
Subject: High Speed Rail comments - HSR EIR Draft herton, £
Attachments: High Speed Rail Comments - Morgan; April 24 2010.doc

April 24,2010
Aftention: Dan Leavitt Dan Leavitt ~ Sent by Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov
Dear Mr. Leavitt: California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Please find attached a lefter that contains my comments regarding the HSR EIR Draft
Thank you for your consideration,
Howard W. Morgan il

Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program FIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. | am a mechanical engineer and
have also earned a masters of science degree in real estaie and construction management. | have attached my
resume below for reference.

Resume - HW

Morgan

Based on my expertise, 1 have prepared four slides (imbedded below) that contain relevant reference data.
Included are related questions that should be answered.

i

HSR Comments

1 believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts I
have described above, and that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires you to identify
ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You should redesign the project to
include measures to achieve that legal requirement, such as terminating the high speed rail in Gilroy and
leverage the current and future BART, Caltrain and Muni infrastructure.

1 request you to revise the current Draft EIR to address my concerns, and that you then recirculate a Revised
Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public.

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as CEQA requires.

Sincerely,
Howard W. Morgan {11

CC:

State Senator Joe Simitian
State Senator Leland Yee
Assembly Member Jerry Hill
Assembly Member Ira Ruskin
Gary Patton, Attorney
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Comment Letter 1026 - Continued

Attachment A
included in
1026-1

Will Morgan 79 Snowden Ave « Atherton, CA 94027 » 408-892-0666 (cell)

liwmorg imagl.com

Objective

A challenging Sales/Account Management position which will utilize my sales experience,
technical skills and proven ability to develop and maintain strong relationships

Experience

Asyst Technologies, Inc. Fremont, CA

Director of Strategic Accounts 2008 — present

A prominent manufacturer of Automated Material Handling Sytems (AMHS) and wafer handling

equipment including Loadports, Lotsorters and RFID devices. Responsible for all AMHS and

Components business with Intel. Accountable for profitability, customer satisfaction/support, sales

performance and commercial relations

e Won the first sole-sourced AMHS Fab contract in Intel's history ($38M)

« Secured 100% Lotsorter marketshare ($11M in 2008). Business had been split with Receif

o Earned Intel's prestigious PQS (Preferred Quality Supplier) award in 2008 and 2009

« Gained experience with Japanese culture and methodology through my management
interaction with Asyst's AMHS division in Japan

Novellus Systems, Inc. San Jose, CA
Senior Account Executive 1999 - 2008
A leading manufacturer of semiconductor manufacturing capital equipment. Contributed to the
company's success by managing and growing its business at the Intel Corporation.

« Managed all aspects of customer support including process and product development,
technical support, commercial negotiation, quality assurance, configuration control & logistics
Grew PECVD equipment sales by 500% while surpassing corporate margin targets
Captured in excess of 80% of the served available PECVD market

Diplomatically extinguished the customer’s pursuit of $5.2M in performance remedies
Recovered $7M worth of warranty revenue

oo o s

Application Penetration"- 2004, “Sales Excellence” - 2005, "Account Team of the Year" - 2006

Pfeiffer Vacuum, Inc. Fremont, CA
Key Account Manager 1995 — 1999
World's largest manufacturer of turbomolecular vacuum pumps. Developed and managed its
business in targeted semiconductor manufacturing OEM'’s. Accounts included Applied Materials,
Novellus Systems, LAM Research, Watkins-Johnson and Mattson Technology

« Grew annual sales from $1.5M to $7.8M

Negotiated the largest single order in the company’s history

Increased the sales in 1998 by 57% despite an industry-wide recession

Voted “Salesman of the Year” in 1997

Earned top salesman honors in 1998, both in overall growth and gross sales

o s o0

Awards include: “Sales Excellence’ 2000, “PECVD Account Executive of the Year'- 2003, "New

A

incl

026-1
Will Morgan Page 2
Denver Industrial Pumps, Inc. Denver, CO
Sales Engineer 1993 - 1995

Local distributor of liquid process pumps and filters. Primary markets were engineenng,
environmental, municipal and manufacturing

» Initiated and consummated a $500K contract with an OEM

« Specified several waler freatment systems that were collectively valued at more than $1M
« Cultivated a mining customer that later became the company's largest customer

CR Systems, Inc. Houston, TX
President 1991 -1992
Founded CR Systems, a commercial construction company. Responsible for sales, marketing,
resource management and legal concerns

«  Achieved profit in first year

« Managed five subcontractors and six direct employees

+ Doubled the sales of a 17 year industry veteran

Filter Specialists, Inc. Houston, TX
Regional Manager 1986 — 1991
World's largest manufacturer of industrial liquid bag filters. Responsibie for product distribution
and market development in a nine state region

« Increased regional sales by 310%

« Increased sales in personal territory from $120K to $1.2M

« Managed five direct salesmen, three inside sales agents and two remote distributors

.

ng program. Directed two years of related

Conceived and engineered an advanced filter si
research. The program is still in use today

« Devised and implemented an inventory control system that elevated the inventory-turnover-
ratio from3t0 6

Hercules Aerospace, inc. Magna, Utah
Manufacturing Engineer & Foreman 1985~ 1986
Design and manufacture nuclear ballistic missiles

* Supervised a crew of eight

« Promoted three times in first year

e Created an air emission measurement system that was adopted plant wide

e Assigned to high profile robotics project

Education
University of Denver Denver, CO
2008

Masters of Science in Real Estate & Construction Management
Beta Gamma Sigma honor society member

University of California, Berkeley Berkeley, CA
Semiconductor Manufacturing Technology Certificate with Distinction 1998
Purdue University West Lafayette, IN

Bachelors of Science in Mechanical Engineering

References available upon request
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1026 - Continued

Questions:

Itis likely that >50% of the riders prefer to go to the east bay instead of the peninsulabased on the
popuiation distribution. Growth in the east bay will also far out-pace the growth on the peninsula (see slide
1). Many. if not most, passengers would likely depart the train at the SJ station as a result. This effect will be
further driven by the completion of the BART extension to SJ (see slide 3). Do the plans take in to account
this reduced demand along the peninsula? How many less trains are needed to serve the SJ to SF
connection as a result? Would the Caltrain and Bart systems adequately absorb the adjusted demand?
The projected passenger volume for the high speed rail is significant, Where will the parking spaces for all
of the passengers be located? How many spaces are required? Has the related traffic impact to the areas
adjacent to the proposed terminal locations been considered?

How would the tunnel. trench and elevated track options be coordinated so as not to interrupt Caltrain
service? How long would the service be interrupted if this is not possible?

The construction effort to install the new infrastructure will likely take several years. Will any of the
construction activity occura night? If so, how will the related noise be mitigated? Will temporary housing be
provided to residents who would otherwise be deprived of sleep?

Businesses in some of the cities that the train will pass through wilf have to be relocated. What will be the
economicimpact? How many jobs will be sacrificed?

ftis likely that some crossing will be efiminated in the elevated or trench applications. Have the traffic
implications been considered?

The latest proposal contains plans to run the train along highway 101 for several miles in the south bay
Two of the six lanes will consumed. This freeway was only recently expanded to handle the present and
projected traffic. What has changed that suggests the expansion was not needed? Will another highway
expansion be needed in the future? What options are there to handie the additional traffic that is projected?
Are funds being reserved from the high speed rail budget to accommodate the future road expansion?
One option would be to terminate the high speed rail line in Gilroy. The passengers could transfer to
Caltrain, and would have access to the entire bay area (east bay, south bay and the peninsula)via the
existing Caltrain, Bart and Muni systems (see slides 2 and 3). Additional baby bullet service could be added
to help minimize the transit time. How much cost would be reduced with this option? How many less
businesses would be effected? How much quicker would service be possible? What would be the impact on
usage? Would it help Muni, Bart and Caltrain profitability and by how much? How many less cars wouild be
on the road because of the increased accessibility of public transportation? How many more people would
use the service because of the enhanced convenience? Some of the money budgeted for the high speed
rail could be used to electrify Caltrain instead. How does environmentimpact compare between Caltrain
electrification and the high speed rail introduction over the same area? 4

'

1026-2

1026-3

1026-4

1026-5

1026-6

| 1026-7

1026-8

1026-9

BART
Expansion

Ovetview

The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)
to Silicon Valley Project consists of
an extension of the existing BART
regional heavy rail system to San
Jose, Milpitas and Santa Clara, The
BART Extension to Silicon Valley
will extend over 16 miles along the
existing Union Pacific Railroad
alignmentsouth of the planned
Warm Springs Station in Fremont.
When completed, this fully grade-
separated project will include: six
stations — one in Milpitas, four in
San Jose and one in Santa Clara: a
5-mile tunnel in downtown San
Jose; and a new maintenance and
storage facility in Santa Clara

Federal environmental clearance is
expectedin 2010,

Included as

1026-2

Gt

Warm g
Springs

Downiown
Son Jose:
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Comment Letter 1026 - Continued

Included as

reference to

1026-2

Caltrain Map & Schedule

Included as

refer

e to

1026-2

-
Bay Area Population by County

Printer-Friendly Caltrain Schedule
Northiound ~ Weekday Service putatior rotal - Y
increase from - [Popuistion [Growth %
Mortiing to Early Adtemoon - Page 1 of 20002030 in 2030 from 2000,
County {000's) {000's ) 2030
@ [Alameda 457 1a01 32%
T ——. Contra Costa 251 1200 26%
Rz 2m ws ow m o lw s iviann 37 15%
] L Haps Napa 11 9%
S PM Sonesa 124k s'{'gfz’: San Frencisco 158 20%
458K Sohano e San Maleo 139 20%
5210 119 395k Santa Clara 50t 35%
Santa Cruz 134 52%
Morin Solano 182 46%
247k San doagain Sonema 106 23%
Conta Cosu 564K
949k
- §1% more people live in the East
- Alameda Bay (Alameda & Contra Costa
SanFrancisce . 1. 4adk Counties)than on the peninsila (San
77k Mateoand SF Counties)
et g B Hiteo “lore than twice as many peopie wil
e e e i . 707k SotaChn move into the East Bay than inlo the
< s oy sty 1,583k Peninsulathrough 2030
e st 3.0
* The current utilization is 48 trains per day, the capacity is 144 Y s":‘miqsmc
N Sanwin 0 f
: el SR nh o S ). Additional capacity is H
available by adding cars to existing trains H
Giiray & s
« A non-stop Baby bullet train would take ~50minutes from SJ to SF 5 +  Each County’s population given in blue font
+  Source: 2000 US Census and the Association of Bay Area 1

+ A non-stop Baby buliet train would take ~30minutes from Gilroy to SJ
Governments
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1026 (Howard W. Morgan, April 24, 2010)

1026-1

Please see Response to Comment 1025-1. Termination of the HST
system in Gilroy would not meet the purpose and need of the HST
system. The rail right-of-way between Gilroy and Lick (in San Jose)
is owned by the UPRR, which has stated its opposition to use of its
right-of-way for HST (please see comment letter 0002). Caltrain
currently operates 3 trains northbound and 3 trains southbound
between San Francisco and Gilroy. Between Gilroy and Lick, this
service is operated on the UPRR tracks in a UPRR right-of-way that is
generally 60 feet wide. This level of service would be inadequate for
transfers between HST and Caltrain, and expansion of Caltrain
service levels would require agreement with the UPRR.

1026-2

The ridership forecasting took into account future growth in the Bay
Area (including the East Bay and Peninsula). See Standard
Reponse 4.

1026-3

Anticipated parking requirements and impacts are reviewed at the
program level in the 2008 Final Program EIR in Chapter 3.1: Traffic,
Transit, Circulation, and Parking. Detailed design and evaluation of
parking requirements, sites, and impacts will be part of subsequent
project-level environmental documents. The Authority will consider
the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.

1026-4

The Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program
EIR/EIS process did not select a vertical alignment. However, the
precise alignment and profile options for the HST system in the
Caltrain Corridor is being further evaluated and refined as a part of
the ongoing preliminary engineering and project-level environmental
review. Use of a trench or tunnel concepts in sensitive areas or
where it is an appropriate and necessary design option is being
further evaluated with more detailed study during this phase. Some

of the criteria for the evaluation would include overall ground
footprint, potential right-of-way (ROW) requirements, environmental
impacts, constructability and construction methods, costs, as well as
community cohesion (access across existing corridor).

The PCJPB owns the Caltrain right of way. The Authority and PCJPB
have negotiated a memorandum of understanding (MoU) to work
together on the corridor and to develop a “single vision” for the
corridor moving forward into the future. The MoU was approved by
the California High Speed Rail Authority Board on March 5th, 2009,
and by the PCJPB on April 2nd, 2009.

The purpose of this agreement is to establish an initial organizational
framework whereby CHSRA and PCJPB engage as partners in the
planning, design and construction of improvements in the Caltrain
Rail Corridor that will accommodate and serve both the near-term
and long-term needs of CHSRA intercity high speed rail service and
PCJPB commuter rail rapid transit service. See also Standard
Response 10.

1026-5

Construction impacts were discussed in Chapter 3.18 of the 2008
Final Program EIR and mitigation strategies were discussed under
the various topics in Chapter 3. As noted, some construction
activities may need to be conducted at night resulting in increased
noise and vibration. Mitigation strategies regarding noise and
vibration are discussed in Chapter 3.4 in the Final Program EIR.
More detailed analyses related to construction impacts including
noise and vibration will be performed during the project-level
EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed design and location
information will be available. See also Standard Resonse 6.

1026-6
See Standard Response 6.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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1026-7

The project-level traffic impact analysis study will consider the
effects of at-grade crossing closure on highway/roadway traffic
Level of Service, vehicular trip patterns, and changes in vehicular
accessibility. This information will be documented in a Traffic,
Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.

1026-8

The Authority did not propose in the 2008 Final Program EIR nor is it
now proposing to use lanes from US 101 in the south bay.

1026-9
Please see Response to Comment 1026-1.

Response to Comments from Individuals

é.‘;‘f_‘-'.’f»’.".'.ﬁ
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Comment Letter 1027 (Kathy Murphy, April 25, 2010)

1027

Kris Livingston

From: Kathy Murphy [Kathy@trinityventures.com]

Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 513 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

62 Walnut Avenue
Atherton, CA 84027
April 25, 2010

Sent via E-mail: comments@hsr.ca.gov

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the Authority’s
proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. .
027-1
| live in at 62 Walnut Avenue, Atherton, CA. The Authority's proposed project design and the routing of the proposed High
Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my family, my
neighborhood, and to the natural environment. | can assure you thatl am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real
impacts of the project you propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

Here, specifically, are the impacts that | personally know will occur, uniess an alternative route is chosen, or unless the
project is modified in significant ways:

1027-2
1) Intolerable noise and vibrations. My house already shudders every time CalTrain goes by. It will be worse with
HSR
2)  The division of Atherton communities with an unsightly railroad that doesn’t even serve the immediate community. | 1027-3
3)  Destruction of property values for the neighborhoods that are close to HSR. |1027_4

| believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts | have
described above — and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment you are
proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree
feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a different
alignment or project alternative that will have that effect. 1027-5
| request you fo revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you then recirculate such a
Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank you for taking my comments and concemns into
account, as the California Environmental Quality Act requires.

Yours fruly,

Kathy Murphy
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Response to Letter 1027 (Kathy Murphy, April 25, 2010)

1027-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1027-2
See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The noise
analysis at the project-level will include the cumulative impacts of
existing noise sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed noise
sources.

1027-3
See Response to Comment 1017-4.

1027-4
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1027-5

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1028 (Julie Quinlan, April 23, 2010)

1028
1 2
April 23, 2010 well as specifically at my residence located at 49 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA 94025 and the 1028-4
residences located at 57 Maple Ave. and 98 Maple Ave.in Atherton, CA 940325 e
To: Dan Leavitt g : .
California High Speed Rail Authority HSR will harm how we get to school, b and other d ions on the other side of the
975 L St., Suite 1425 tracks. Elementary and high schools in our district are located on either side of the tracks ( on
Sacramento, CA 95814 the east side are Laurel School at 95 Edge Rd., Atherton; Encinal School at 195 Encinal Ave., 1008.5
Menlo Park, Menlo-Atherton High School at 555 Middlefield Road, Atherton, CA; on the west side is
x Hillview Middie School, 1100 Elder Avenue, Menlo Park, CA and Oak Knoll School, 1895 Oak Knoll Lane,
re: comments to revised draft program EIR material Menlo Park, CA). The Caltrain corridor runs through the middle of this school district and many
students walk and bike to school.
Dear Mr. Leavitt,
| don't want property taken by eminent domain. Section 3.2.2 of the Revised Draft Program EIR
| am submitting these comments on the March 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Material says that there will be a need to take property. This will hurt me and my community, | 1025:6
previous program level EIR for the Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train. especially the residence located at 98 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA.
| very concerned about noise and vibrations in my neighborhood, located between the Caltrain I am aware that the Alternatives Analysis is considering at-grade option (ground level) and
tracks and EI Camino Real and b Ashfield Rd. and Watkins Ave. in Atherton, as well as tunnel options for running high speed trains through North Fair Oaks , which is an uncarporated
specifically at my residence located at 49 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA 94025 and the residences area of San Mateo County comprising parts of Menlo Park and Redwood City, north of the town
located at 57 Maple Ave, and 98 Maple Ave.in Atherton, CA 94025..- With the proposed train | 10251 limits of Atherton and south of the incorporated portion of Redwood City. This area has a high | 1257
scheduled (200 trains a day), and the expected noise "decibel” levels for steel on steel wheels at 125 concentration of people who have been historically discriminated against as well as households -
mph (93 dBA), the noise and vibrations will increase a lot. My home was built in the 1930's and the receiving low incomes. However, you are also considering trench and above grade options for
walls are comprised of lath and plaster, which could crack and chip if vibrations increase significantly. Redwood City and Atherton (cities to the north and south of North Fair Oaks) and it is unfair
The vibrations could also affect the foundation and stability of my home as well as window and door that you provide North Fair Oaks with fewer optians.
casings. Please analyze and describe how vibration levels will increase at the address and area |
indicated above. Although Caltrain already runs through our hood, located b the Caltrain tracks
. p and El Camino Real and & hfield Rd. and Watkins Ave. in Atherton adding the HSR
Please "’1“_’ analyze a_"d describe how noise levels will increase at the address and area | tracks, plus the extra tracks Caltrain will need to keep running, plus running trainsgeverv 5 1028.3
indicated in the previous paragraph. minutes, will be very harmful to how our ¢ ity interacts ("c ity cohesion"), in some -
oo . 10282 ways like putting a freeway where there used to be just 2 train tracks. Please describe how you
A multi-track and/or elevated structure of any kind will divide my neighborhood. Trees lining decided that there will be NO impact an community cohesion for this specific area.
the tracks will need to be removed to accommodate electrical poles and possibly an elevated
track on a berm. The removal of the trees, which are a key characteristic of our neighborhood, Although Caltrain already runs through our neighborhood, the proposed changes will be a huge
and addition of such tracks will create a HIGH visual impact. Please describe how you change that will be harmful. Adding the HSR tracks, plus the extra tracks Caltrain will need to
concluded that HSR would generate only be a LOW visual impact on my neighborhood, located | 1028-3 keep running during construction, plus running trains every 5 minutes, plus adding high
between the Caltrain tracks and El Camino Real and between Ashfield Rd. and Watkins Ave. in electrical poles and wires, will be harm how our neighborhood looks and will dominate the
Atherton, as well as specifically at my residence located at 49 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA 94025 landscape. Please explain how you concluded in your revised draft EIR that H5R will have a 10289
and the residences located at 57 Maple Ave. and 98 Maple Ave.in Atherton, CA 94025..- "low" visual impact on these areas: between the Caltrain tracks and El Camino Real and
between Ashfield Rd. and Watkins Ave. in Atherton, as well as specifically at my residence
My neighborhood will be harmed by the need to "temporarily” take property to enable the located at 49 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA 94025 and the residences located at 57 Maple Ave. and
construction of extra tracks needed to keep Caltrain running during construction of HSR (under 98 Maple Ave.in Atherton, CA 94025
the agreement in Section 7.2.3 , Revised Draft Program EIR Material). This will cause 10284
irreversible damage to neighboring homes and b whose property must be taken to Powerful new electrical poles and wires will be needed to run the high speed trains. | am
run these temporary tracks. Please describe the impact on my neighborhood, located between worried about the health effects of electromagnetic fields on people at my neighborhood, T028-10
the train tracks and El Camino Real and b Ashfield Rd. and kins Ave. in Ath as located between the Caltrain tracks and El Camino Real and b hfield Rd. and Watki
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Comment Letter 1028 - Continued

Ave. in Atherton, as well as specifically at my residence located at 49 Maple Ave., Atherton, CA

94025 and the residences located at 57 Maple Ave. and 98 Maple Ave.in Atherton, CA 94025. [ =0 Sincerely, _
Please describe the effects and how you will mitigate them. o f
'}-n_{_ L 6..1’{_ Ll {M- e
mpact:
Julie Quinlan
A preschool called Playschool s located in Holbrook Palmer Park, 150 Watkins Ave., Atherton, A Maple Ave.
CA 94027. Approximately 240 children attend every day, between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and Atnerton, CA 54027
4:30 p.m. My 3 year old nephew attends this school and has severe allergies and asthma. It is 102811
located within 900 feet of the Caltrain corridor and its proximity makes its students - all of =
whom are under 6 years old and are at very early stages of their physical development -
especially vulnerable to the effects of noise and vibrations and dust.
A school called Garfield School is located at 3600 Middlefield Rd., Menlo Park, CA 94025. It serves
682 students in grades K-8. It is 94% Hispanic. It backs onto the Caltrain corridor which is being e

considered for construction of HSR and most of the school is contained within 1000 feet of the Caltrain
right of way. Its location right next to the tracks make its students extremely vulnerable to all of the
incidental effects of HSR.

Nativity School is located at 1250 Laurel 5t, Menlo Park, CA 94025, It serves 269 students in grades K-8, .
It is located within 900 feet of the Caltrain corridor and its location very close to the tracks make its 1028-13
students extremely vulnerable to all of the incidental effects of HSR.

Encinal School is located at 195 Encinal Ave., Menlo Park, CA 94025 and is located less than 2000 feet
from the Caltrain corridor. It serves approximately 700 students in grades K-5. | have 2 children aged 6 | [028.14
and 8 who attend the school and am aware of students who have hearing disabilities that require them
to use assistive devices to hear.

| request a specific analysis of how noise, vibrations, construction and train operations will
affect all of the above-named schools and their students and the learning envi t

Please ensure that any noise impacts on each classroom in these schools comply with American
National Standards Institute $12.60 Classroom Acoustics Standard and hire an acoustical
consultant and ensure that noise levels not exceed 35 dBA in an empty classroom

Please ensure that the noise, construction, pollution and other impacts of HSR do not violate [028-15
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and ADA Accessibility Guidelines as applied to school
students like my nephew who have hearing, respiratory and/or other disabilities. | am
concerned about the health effects on these schools and stud of the elect gnetic fields
that will be generated by the electrical catenaries required for HSR if built on the Caltrain
corridor. Please describe what the health effects will be, with particular emphasis on the
effects on the development of children, and how they can be mitigated.

To avoid these problems, you should put the high speed train in a tunnel, or route the high
speed train next to highway 101 or 280, which would completely avoid the CalTrain corridor 1028-16
problems, or stop the high speed train in San Jose and have people get onto Caltrain bullet
trains to reach San Francisco
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Response to Letter 1028 (Julie Quinlan, April 23, 2010)

1028-1
See Response to Comment 1002-2 regarding noise and vibration.

1028-2

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from
aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor will be
avoided to the extent possible. Operational and construction
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees
along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level. Mitigation for preservation of
existing trees and other flora will be analyzed and reported at the
project level.

1028-3
See Response to Comment 1028-2 above.

1028-4

Construction impacts were discussed in Chapter 3.18 of the 2008
Final Program EIR and mitigation strategies were discussed under
the various topics in Chapter 3. As noted, the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material identified the need for additional property
along the Caltrain corridor at some locations to be determined at the
project-level. More detailed analyses related to impacts to homes
and businesses during construction and operation will be performed
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design
and location information will be available. See also Standard
Response 3 related to project-level detalil.

1028-5

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existing
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

1028-6
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.
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1028-7
See Responses to Comment 1017-4 and O018-9.

1028-8
See Response to Comment 1017-4.

1028-9

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary system,
and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of project-level
EIR/EIS.

Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in the Final Program EIR, in most
locations the addition of two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-way
would result in a low impact while in some locations there would be
a high visual impact such as where vegetation and landscaping
would be removed, addition of pedestrian overcrossings, or where
the HST alignment would pass over roadways. However, overall the
visual impact was identified to be low. The 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. As part of the follow-on preliminary
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, design variations may
be applied to reduce some of the impacts to properties and visual
impacts.

1028-10

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Electromagnetic fields (EMF)
was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.6 of the May
2008 Final Program EIR. The analysis identified that the HST project

Response to Comments from Individuals

(and it's electrical supply and facilities) would have minimal
electromagnetic interference (EMI)/EMF exposures at levels for
which there are no documented health risks are anticipated and that
EMI/EMF concerns are less than significant at the programmatic level
under CEQA and not significant under NEPA. Although exposure to
EMI/MF is considered less than significant in the Program EIR, in the
Authority’s prior July 2008 decision it reaffirmed its commitment to
use design practices and mitigation strategies at the project-specific
level to avoid EMI and EMF exposure to a practical minimum. The
Authority rescinded its 2008 decision, and therefore will consider
adopting similar design practices and mitigation strategies as part of
a new decision. These include:

For EMI:

1. Design the overhead catenary system, substations, and transmission
lines to reduce electromagnetic interference to a practical minimum.

2. Design the project component to minimize arcing and radiation of
radiofrequency energy.

3. Choose devices generating radiofrequency with a high degree of
electromagnetic compatibility.

4. 4. Where appropriate, add electronic filters to attenuate radiofrequency
interference.

5. 5. Relocate receiving antennas and use antenna models with greater
directional gain where appropriate, particularly for sensitive receptors
near the HST system.

6. 6. Comply with the FCC regulations for intentional radiators, such as the
proposed HST wireless systems.

7. 7. Establish safety criteria and procedures and personnel practices to
avoid exposing employees with implantable medical devices to EMF
levels that may cause interference with such implanted biomedical
devices.

For EMF:

1. Use standard design practices for overhead catenary power supply
systems and vehicles, including appropriate materials, location and
spacing of facilities and power supply systems to minimize exposure to
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receptors over distance, and shielding with vegetation and other
screening materials.

2. Design overhead catenary system, substations, and transmission lines
to reduce the electromagnetic fields to a practical minimum.

1028-11

See Standard Response 5. The Revised Draft Program EIR Material
addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town
of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA.
Hazardous materials and wastes was not one of those topics. Please
see Section 3.11 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
information and analysis on potential hazardous materials/waste
impacts and mitigation measures including those related to arsenic
and naturally occurring asbestos will be included in project-level
environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

Response to Comments from Individuals

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1028-12

The Program EIR developed minority and low-income population
percentage thresholds to identify locations within the study area
where there were higher than average concentrations of
environmental justice communities as compared to the surrounding
study area, city and/or county as a whole. In addition, the Program
EIR evaluated size and type of right-of-way needed for the
alignment alternatives and proximity to environmental justice
populations. These factors provide a reasonable indication of where
potential benefits or disproportionate impacts to minority and low-
income populations would be most likely to occur. Because this is a
program-level document, the analysis considered the potential for
environmental justice impacts on a broad scale. Additional analysis
and public outreach will take place during project-level
investigations to identify minority and low-income individuals
including any dispersed locations of these populations and to
consider potential localized disproportionately high and adverse
effects. Site specific noise/vibration, construction, and train
operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools, will be
part of subsequent project-level environmental documents. The
Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS processes.

1028-13
See Response to Comment 1028-11.
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1028-14

See Standard Response 5. Site specific noise/vibration, construction,
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools,
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS processes.

1028-15

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Like the original Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated material involves a
programmatic level of detail. Site specific noise analysis, including a
detailed evaluation of impacts to sensitive receptors such as schools,
will be part of subsequent project-level EIR/EISs. Site specific
noise, air quality, and accessibility impacts during construction and
operation of the HST to sensitive receptors such as schools, will be
part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.
Electromagnetic fields (EMF) was also not one of those topics as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Please see Section 3.6 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. The analysis identified that the HST
project (and it's electrical supply and facilities) would have minimal
electromagnetic interference (EMI)/EMF exposures at levels for
which there are no documented health risks are anticipated and that

Response to Comments from Individuals

EMI/EMF concerns are less than significant at the programmatic level
under CEQA and not significant under NEPA. Furthermore, the
Authority in the CEQA findings and the FRA in the ROD for the 2005
Statewide Program EIR/EIS adopted design practices and mitigation
strategies to address potential EMI/EMF issues for the HST system to
be applied and refined at the project-level in the future. Itis
anticipated that the use of the design practices and mitigation
strategies will reduce exposure to EMFs and reduce the potential for
EMI with biomedical devices to the lowest practical level.

Standard design practices for overhead catenary power supply
system substations, transmission lines, and vehicles of the approved
HST system include the use of appropriate materials, spacing, and, if
necessary, shielding to avoid potential EMF/EMI impacts and to
reduce the EMFs and EMI to a practical minimum. More detailed
information and analysis on potential EMI/EMF impacts will be
included in project-level environmental documents.

1028-16
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1029 (Torre Family, April 22, 2010)

. - 1022 you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as ‘the California Environmental Quality 1029-3
Kris Livingston Act requires. cont
From: amyhansen3@acl.com trul
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 8:00 PM Yours truly,

To: HSR Comments .
Subject: Please revise the Draft EIR! The Torre Family

57 Maple Avenue
Atherton, CA 94827

April 22, 2818

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.

I live Atherton, California at 57 Maple Avenue.

The Authority’s proposed project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train
along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my
family, my neighborhood, and to the natural environment. I can assure you that I am a
“neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the project you propose, which
impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

Here, specifically, are the impacts that I personally know will occur, unless an alternative
route is chosen, or unless the project is modified in significant ways:

e I live within one block of the train tracks

+ My beautifully tree lined street will now have the unsightly view of

trains whizzing by at all hours

. Heritage trees will have to be cut down, making our once nice and

charming neighborhood an eye-sore

« I have two small children (ages 3.5 years and 16 months), and I am

concerned for their safety

« My son goes to Preschool (a sensitive receptor) and will be within

earshot of the trains whizzing by

o Essentially, my town will now be cut in half, and my children and

community will suffer the eye sore, noise vibrations and loss of a once “quaint” neighborhood

1029-1

T believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation
of the impacts I have described above - and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar
neighborhoods along the alignment you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to

identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You 1029-2
should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose
a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

I request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you 10293
then recirculate such a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1029 (Torre Family, April 22, 2010)

1029-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of visual, biological resources,
safety, noise, and community cohesion and character impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.

1029-2

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1029-3

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1030 (Darren Torre, April 22, 2010)

1030
Kris Livingston
Erom: Darren Torre [diore@pausd.org] 1 request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then recirculate a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 9:43 AM by the public. The Revised Draft should study the following alternative route
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Concemn
57 Maple Avenue [Describe route alternative you prefer, and explain why]. Some possible alternatives include:
. Avenue !
Atherton, CA 94027 ¢ Highway 101 corridor
o Altamont Alignment to Highway 101 10302
cont.
April 22, 2010 ¢ Highway 280 corridor
o Ending the High Speed Train in San Jose
Dan Leavitt e Other variations
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425 Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as the California Environmental Quality Act
) ’ requires.
Sacramento, CA 95814
Yours truly,
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority: Darren Torre

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority’s proposed project
routing would extremely significant impacts on the San Francisco Peninsula. Impacts would be expetienced by
me, my family, my neighborhood, and by the natural environment. I can assure you that I am a genuine “expert” 10301
with respect to the impacts of the project you propose. These impacts include, but are not limited to, noise and s
vibration impacts, view impacts, business impacts, impacts on trees and other vegetation, and increased public
safety dangers. Many of the listed impacts could be eliminated, or vastly reduced, by choosing a completely
different routing solution.

I believe the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed without adequate analysis the use of existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. 1030-2
The law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to
do this to the greatest degree feasible.

Page 16-99

L OHNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1030 (Darren Torre, April 22, 2010)

1030-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1030-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1031 (Loren Gruner, April 25, 2010)

31
L preserving our community, protecting the environment, and reducing global warming, we need to keep our trees and 1031-4

Kris Livingston vegetation. cont.
;:;?1]:: ;ﬁ:};afr:r;?ii ggr%ré?augig@sﬁeosoﬂ.com] Throughout history when trains or highways are constructed high in the air, the surrounding neighborhoods suffer. We ~
Tor HSR Comments do not want or need a train that will put a wall into our community and destroy our historical train station. 1031-5
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

| believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts | have

described above — and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment you are
98 Walnut Avenue proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest
Atherton CA, 94027 degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose a

different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect. 10316
April 25,2010 | request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns and that you then recirculate such a

Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. The revised Draft should study the following

alternative route: ending the High Speed Rail in San Jose. Passengers can easily connect to the recently upgraded Builet
Dan Leavitt Train which is underutilized and losing millions of dollars. Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account,
California High-Speed Rail Authority as the California Environmental Quality Act requires.
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 Sincerely,
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority: Loren Gruner

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the Authority’s
proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. | live in Atherton at the following address, 98 Walnut cc: 1S Representative Anna Eshoo
State Senator Joe Simitian

Avenue. 1031-1
- Assembly Member Ira Ruskin

The Authority’s proposed project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment Mavyor of Atherton Kathy McKeithen
would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, and to the natural Atherton City Council

environment. | can assure you that | am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the project you
propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

Here, specifically, are the impacts that | personally know will occur, unless an alternative route is chosen, or unless the
project is modified in significant ways:

The number of trains per day will increase and the level of noise and vibration will become unbearable. With high speed |1031-2
rail, the greater speed and increased height of the trains will severely impact our community. The noise of the trains will
travel a much greater distance and the continual vibration will make the homes in our neighborhood significantly less
desirable.

Property values have already plummeted with the passing of the HSR measure. Our neighbor purchased a home in the
fall of 2006 which kept its value until the HRS measure passed in the fall of 2008. When our neighbor listed the home
in the spring of 2009, most of the potential buyers who toured the home decided against purchasing property because
they were concerned about the impact of the High Speed train. Ultimately our neighbor sold the home for 30% less than [I031-3
he paid for it as a direct result of the HRS. Since that time many more homes in our neighborhood have come onto the
market because of homeowner’s fear of how the train will impact our community. Our community is extremely
impacted now even before the start of construction. The impact after construction will be even more devastating.

Atherton and the surrounding communities have put in strict ordinances to protect heritage trees and preserve the

community. Home owners are not allowed to cut down heritage trees on their property. With the building of the HSR it 110314

is estimated that over 3000 trees will be taken out in Atherton alone. This will make the train noise travel a much

greater distance, make the train much more visible, and remove trees that are hundreds of years old. With the focus on 3
1
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1031 (Loren Gruner, April 25, 2010)

1031-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1031-2

"The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The EIR
identified mitigation strategies to address noise and vibration
impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR
discloses that regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse
environmental impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location
of these impacts may differ between alternatives. Accordingly, a
change in the alternative selected may reduce or eliminate impacts
along a particular alignment but would not eliminate altogether the
impacts of constructing and/or implementing the HST system. More
detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. See also
Standard Response 3.

1031-3
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1031-4

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
visual impact in Atherton and all along the peninsula. The program
analysis of the visual impacts relied on measurements taken from

aerial photos. It was determined that the existing right-of-way
through Atherton was the same width as the right-of-way just north
of Atherton where there are currently four tracks. Observation from
the right-of-way determined that most all mature trees, if not all, are
outside the right-of-way. The Program EIR assumed a retained fill
through Atherton, not an elevated structure, with the train passing
over the cross streets on short bridges. The Final Program EIR
assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing
right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not
be removed, although some trimming would be required for
vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the right-
of-way would work to screen the visual impact and noise from the
project, including any potential soundwalls.

Your citation of an estimate of the potential removal over 3,000
trees in Atherton for the HST project is unsupported by a visual
analysis of aerial photos of the Caltrain right-of-way through
Atherton. A quick count of trees adjacent to the right-of-way is
approximately 250. Many of these trees are well off the right-of-way
and would not be anticipated to be removed as part of the HST
project.

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of trees along
the Caltrain corridor will be avoided to the extent possible.
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the
removal of trees along the Caltrain corridor can be addressed as part
of project-level EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts
can be further examined in detail at the project level because they
are a product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and
mitigation can only be done at the project level.

1031-5

The design identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR through
Atherton depicts a retained fill up to 15 feet. It was determined that
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the existing right-of-way through Atherton was the same width as
the right-of-way just north of Atherton where there are currently
four tracks. Observation from the right-of-way determined that most
mature trees, if not all, are outside the right-of-way. The Final
Program EIR assumed a retained fill through Atherton, not an
elevated structure, with the train passing over the cross streets on
short bridges.

The Atherton train station shelter can be moved slightly away from
its current location if the HST project requires it. The historic Millbrae
Caltrain station, a much larger structure, was relocated away from
Millorae Avenue in 1980 as part of a road widening project. More
detailed analysis can be conducted at the project-level EIR/EIS.

1031-6

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the

May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority

Response to Comments from Individuals

does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1032 (Gustavo Eydelsteyn, April 25, 2010)

1032
State Senator Joe Simitian
Kris Livingston
Erom: Gustavo Eydel [gustavoe@comp e.com) Assembly Member Ira Ruskin
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 3:49 PM .
To: HSR Comments Mayor of Atherton Kathy McKeithen
Ce: elewis@ci atherton.ca.us; jcarson@ci atherton.ca.us; jdobbie@cl atherton.ca.us
kmekeithen@ci.atherton.ca.us; cmarsala@ci atherton.ca.us Atherton City Council

163 Fair Oaks Lane

Atherton, CA 94027

April 25th, 2010

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority,

I'd like to comment on the Draft Program Level EIR prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the
system in the SF Bay Area. The current routing (up the CalTrain Corridor) will significantly impact my family, [1032-1
our serene country-like neighborhood, and Atherton in general. I have been following the High Speed Rail
direction for the past several years, having served on the Atherton Rail Commitee and attended many related
meetings. 1 am definitely a local expert on the subject.

“The Town of Atherton desires, insofar as possible, to preserve its character as a scenic, rural, thickly-wooded,
residential area with abundant open space and with streets designed primarily as scenic routes rather than for
speed of travel." This is quoted dircctly from our General Plan. High Speed Rail has no business barreling
through our “scenic, rural, thickly-wooded, residential area.”

The commonly referred to “Berlin Wall® will literally split our quite little town in half, will be an incredible 1032-2
eye-sore, will depreciate the value of our homes by hundreds of thousands of dollars per home, and will greatly
diminish the quality of living. This is not NIMBYism... Atherton is one of the only rural areas left in this busy,
highty populated peninsula. HSR will ruin it and there will be nowhere for anyone to go who desires this type
of unique setting within the peninsula. These are impacts that I personally know will occur, unless an
alternative route is chosen.

The law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed, without adequate analysis, the use of existing rights of way along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. 10323
The law requires you to identify ways to eliminatc or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to
do this to the greatest degree feasible.

I vehemently request that you revise the Draft EIR, and then re-circulate a Revised Draft EIR for further review
and comment by the public. The revised Draft should study the following alternative route: ending the High
Speed Rail in San Jose. Passengers can easily connect to the recently upgraded Bullet T rain which is
underutilized and fosing millions of dollars.

1032-4

Thank you,
Gustavo Eydelsteyn

ce: U.S. Representative Anna Eshoo
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Response to Letter 1032 (Gustavo Eydelsteyn, April 25, 2010)

1032-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1032-2

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. Also, visual mitigation
strategies were included the 2008 Final Program EIR to minimize
impacts of the project including using aesthetic treatments,
landscaping, and design. The Authority Board committed in July
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the

project level alternatives screening. See Standard Response 6
regarding property value.

1032-3
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1032-4

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1033 (Cat Westover, April 25, 2010)

1033
Kris Livingston
From: catwestover@sbeglobal net
Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 5:41 PM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: kmckeithen@ci atherton ca.us; cmarsalai@ci.atherton.ca.us
Subject: Draft Program Level EIR Comments
April 25th, 2010
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority,
1"d like to comment on the Draft Program Level EIR prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the
system in the SF Bay Area. The current routing (up the CalTrain Corridor) will significantly impact my 1033-1
family, our serene country-like neighborhood, and Atherton in general. 1 have been following the High
Speed Rail direction for the past several years, having been on related commitiees and attended many
related meetings. I am definitely a local expert on the subject
“The Town of Atherton desires, insofar as possible, to preserve its character as a scenic, rural, thickly-
wooded, residential area with abundant open space and with streets designed primarily as scenic routes
rather than for speed of travel." This is quoted directly from our General Plan. High Speed Rail has no
business barreling through our “scenic, rural, thickly-wooded, residential area.”
1033-2

The commonly referred to “Berlin Wall’ will fiterally split our quite little town in half, will be an incredible
eye-sore, will depreciate the value of our homes by hundreds of thousands of dollars per home, and will
greatly diminish the quality of living. This is not NIMBYism... Atherton is one of the only rural areas left
in this busy, highly populated peninsula. HSR will ruin it and there will be nowhere for anyone to go who
desires this type of unique setting within the peninsula. These are impacts that I personally know will
occur, unless an alternative route is chosen.

‘The law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of routing alternatives. You have
dismissed, without adequate analysis, the use of existing right of ways along Highway 101 and Interstate
280. The law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate the undeniable impacts of the
project, and to do this to the greatest degree feasible.

1 vehemently request that you revise the Draft EIR, and then re-circulate a Revised Draft EIR for further
review and comment by the public. The revised Draft should study the following alternative route: ending
the High Speed Rail in San Jose. Passengers can easily connect to the recently upgraded Bullet Train
which is under utilized and losing millions of dollars.

Thank you,

Cat Westover
71 Walnut Avenue
Atherton, Ca 94027

ce: State Senator Joe Simitian
Assembly Member Ira Ruskin
Mayor of Atherton Kathy McKeithen

1033-3

1033-4

L OHNIA,
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Response to Letter 1033 (Cat Westover, April 25, 2010)

1033-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

1033-2
See Response to Comment 1032-2.

1033-3
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1033-4

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1034 (Anthony E. Wynne, April 22, 2010)

1034
Europe’s high-speed railroads are cost effective because they are on the ground. They
bypass most intermediate cities instead of blasting through them. California's project
should adopt Euro hods, not build ded elevated railroads. To do so will o
Anthony E. Wynne require use of an alignment other than the Caltrain corridor, Other alignments are more :
92 Jennings Lane hetically and envi Ily feasible, and should be fully analyzed.
Atherton, CA 94027 ; ;: 2 . Lo
(;53;634 654 1 believe that the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of
sewynne@lvahoo.com routing all ives. You have dismissed without adequate analysis the use of existing
— rights of way along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. The law requires you to eliminate or
April 22,2010 mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to do this in the greatest degree
P X feasible.
1034-2
Dan Leavitt I request that you revise the Draft EIR and re-circulate the revised draft for further review
e e i 2 and comment by the public. The revised draft should study using Highway 101 or
5;;’?;:12'53}:; ﬁf"ﬁfz?“' Authority Interstate 280 instead, or simply terminating the high speed train in San Jose. It should
s .CﬁIOSSH also study using a different route altogether from the Central Valley to the San Francisco
AT, Bay Area, i.c., the Altamont route,
Re: Comments to Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Thank you for your considesation;
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority, Sincerely,
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report '_Czi'u. a Lk
(EIR) prepared on the Authority”s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco et 7 [y e
Bay Area—specifically, along the Caltrain corridor. This route would bring the high Anthony E. Wynne
speed rail through numerous residential neighborhoods, requiring grade separation. With
the recent release of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis it now appears that the two co. Town of Atherton
most likely options for the vertical placement of tracks from San Jose to San Francisco
will be by means of aerial viaduct or raised berms. Again, these elevated structures would
pass through several residential neighborhood
[034-1
The high speed rail systems of Europe have been held up by the Authority and its
supporters as models of the beauty and efficiency of high speed rail in general, and of the
kind of system that could and should be built in California. But Europe, otherwise the
model on all things pertaining to high speed rail, has not built elevated trains since the
1930°s. They stopped doing so for the same reason California stopped building elevated
freeways in the 1970’s. The model of going into a community, condemning a right-of-
way, and building a noisy, blight-producing facility through its heart, is dead. No
European railway has dared to do this for years, and even most state highway
departments in the United States now agree that elevated facilities through neighborhoods
are destructive. There is not a single i of a 40-mile el 1 railroad built through
any European urban arca since the 1960's, Quadruple-tracking and elevating the high
speed tracks is not only a bad plan, it has nothing to do with modern rail, let alone high-
speed rail.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1034 (Anthony E. Wynne, April 22, 2010)

1034-1
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

Asian and European High-Speed Rail (HSR) systems have provided,
and continue to provide, safe and reliable revenue operating
experience for over 40 years in Japan and over 25 years in France.
The development of the California HST System is based on existing
worldwide experience of HST systems. All existing HST systems use
electric propulsion, with an overhead catenary system, and steel-
wheel-on-steel-rail technology. At their top speeds, all HST systems
utilize a dedicated, fully grade separated ROW with more stringent
alignment and maintenance requirements than those typical for
lower-speed lines. Many HST systems are supported by, and
connected with, a pre-existing lower-speed, electrified network of
track and stations. This is widespread in Germany, common in the
rest of Europe, and used on several lines in Japan and Korea.

HST have been constructed in many urban environments throughout
the development of HST starting in Japan in the 1960s and France in
the 1980s. The Railway Intersection Masaryk / Main Station, Prague,
in the Czech Republic is one recent example of a four-track, elevated
structure constructed in the heart of a historic city. As discussed in
full in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR, one of the
reasons the Pacheco Alignment with termini in San Jose and San
Francisco is preferred is because it maximizes the use of existing
publicly owned rail right-of-way through shared-use with improved
Caltrain commuter services. The HST is complimentary to Caltrain
and would share tracks with express Caltrain commuter rail services.
This is supported by the PCJPB (Caltrain).

The Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train HST Program
environmental process did not select a vertical alignment. However,
the precise alignment and profile options for the HST system in the
Caltrain Corridor will be evaluated and refined as a part of the

project-level preliminary engineering and environmental review if
this corridor moves forward. Use of a trench or tunnel concepts in
sensitive areas or where it is an appropriate and necessary design
option is being further evaluated with more detailed study during
this phase. Some of the criteria for the evaluation would include
overall ground footprint, potential right-of-way requirements,
environmental impacts, constructability and construction methods,
costs, as well as community cohesion (access across existing
corridor). The process will also provide an opportunity for the
communities and cities to comment and provide feedback.

1034-2

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. S

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1035 (Anthony E. Wynne, April 19, 2010)

Anthony E. Wynne
92 Jennings Lane
Atherton, CA 94027
(650)363-1654
aewynnef@yahoo.com

April 19, 2010

Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments to Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority,

This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco
Bay Area. The Authority’s proposed project routing along the Caltrain corridor would
have significant and devastating impacts on the wildlife that lives in and along the
corridor.

The Caltrain corridor between San Jose and San Francisco is a narrow greenbelt and de
facto wildlife preserve. In several places, it is a wetland, also. I have personally observed
this over the course of 15 years of daily commuting to and from San Francisco from
Atherton and later Menlo Park, as well as occasional trips to and from San Jose. In areas
where the track is at grade the growth of trees, bushes and grass has been largely
unchecked, producing a habitat teeming with wildlife. Birds and small mammmals have
found a way to coexist with the tracks and the passage of passenger and freight trains. It
is difficult to document or even photograph this wildlife, since pedestrian traffic is
prohibited along the right of way. (Apparently, so much the better for the wildlife.)
Nevertheless, it can be seen (sometimes only glimpsed) from the passing train.

Some of the “wetlands” referred to are undoubtedly seasonal. Others, however (for

example, the east side of the tracks south of Hayward Park, and again south of Bayshore),|

contain cattails and appear to be permanent ponds. I have seen mallard ducks in both
these places, and redwing blackbirds among the cattails. I have also seen snowy egrets in
these areas, as well as great blue herons.

The mammals are harder to spot. In some areas, small animal trails can be seen in the
grass, good indications of the nocturnal movements of raccoons and skunks.

1035

1035-1

The Caltrain corridor doubles as an urban (or suburban) wildlife preserve for most of the
length of the Peninsula. In that sense and for that purpose, it is priceless and 1035-1
irreplaceable. Whatever high speed rail track construction is eventually used is bound to | cont

disrupt and probably destroy this habitat.

I believe that the law requires the Authority to do a more thorough investigation of
routing alternatives. You have dismissed without adequate analysis the use of existing
rights of way along Highway 101 and Interstate 280. The law requires you to eliminate or|
mitigate the undeniable impacts of the project, and to do this in the greatest degree

feasible. T035-2

1 request that you revise the Draft EIR and re-circulate the revised draft for further review
and comment by the public. The revised draft should study using Highway 101 or
Interstate 280 instead, or simply terminating the high speed train in San Jose.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

v/ A,
N ',a‘Z,%m»u C,{ Ll s S
Anthony E. Wynne J

ce. Town of Atherton

%" AL O,
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Response to Letter 1035 (Anthony E. Wynne, April 19, 2010)

1035-1

See Response to Comment 1005-2. Concerns regarding potential for
the HST to result in biological impacts along the Caltrain corridor are
acknowledged. More detailed analysis of potential biological impacts
will be provided during project-level environmental review, when
more detailed information will be available concerning system design
and placement, and alignment variations will also be further
considered.

1035-2

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. S

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1036 (Thomas_D_Holt, April 25, 2010)

40 Moulton Dr.
Atherton, CA 94027

April 25, 2010

RE: Comments on Bay Area to
Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

3 Fax to: (91 2 T

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

[ am writing to you (and the HSRA—High Speed Rail Authority) to comment on the
Draft Program Level Environmental lmpact Report (EIR) prepared on the Authority’s
proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.

As a long-time Atherton resident (56 years), | can remember the days when steam
engines were the norm. We live about .4 miles from the Caltrain tracks and T can speak
with authority regarding the impact of the proposed routing (Caltrain alignment):

1. Property tax impact: Since HSRA offers no hard data, [ used the web site Zillow.com
to sean the property values from West Charleston in Palo Alto north to 5% Avenue in
Redwood city (6 miles along the tracks, or about 9% of the proposed Peninsula route, all
currently with just two Caltrain tracks). 1 estimated over 450 private residential properties
directly adjacent to the tracks that would be either subject to eminent domain or severely
impacted by the addition of two additional tracks (for the four required for high-speed rail
and Caltrain/freight). | estimated an additional 4,500 residences (just within 4 miles of
the tracks, although property devaluati would extend well beyond .4 miles on either
side of the tracks). These properties would be severely impacted in terms of property
value and naise / vibration (see 4. below). While prices on Zillow are not always
accurate—they err on both the high side as much as the low side, assuming the mean
price from Zillow smoothes any crror, 1 estimated the average value of properties directly
adjacent to the tracks to be about $1.1 million, and the average price for properties within
"4 miles to be $1.3 million. We have already seen a devaluation of properties in our
neighborhood due solely to the “proposed” HSR. Based on discussions with two local
realtors, it is estimated that properties directly adjacent to the tracks would lose at least
20% of their value, and those within .4 miles approximately 10% of their value. The net
devaluation for this six-mile stretch would be:

(450 % .20 x $1.1M) + (4,500 x .10 x $1.3M) = $684 million lost property value.

This would reduce property taxes revenue by about $4 million per year for just 9% of the
length of the proposed Peninsula route. Since not all of the Peninsula has the same

1036

1036-1

wads W

property | residential profile as Palo Alto to Redwood City, instcad of saying the 34
million lost tax revenue is 1/11 (9%} of the impact, let’s be conservative and say the $4
million is only 1/3 of the Jost property lax. “This results in an estimated $12 million in lost

4

tax for prop p
HSR (2 price which seems to go up

one-way passenger trips on the HSR (per year) just to cover the lost tax revenue, This is

not an impact that can be justified

2, Property Devaluation: While this may not fit the criteria for environmental impact,
nonetheless, the HSRA has shown no sensitivity to the economic impact of property
devaluation on the residents of the towns along the proposed route. Based an the Zillow
analysis above, the lost property value along the proposed route could exceed $1 billion.
Transparency and full disclosure demands that before proceeding, the HSRA publish a
detailed analysis of the impact of property devaluation on communities along the
proposed route, Versus devaluation/impact on properties along alternate routes.

3. Business impact: It was more di

my analysis of Zillow data, but 1 estimate at least 300 (primarily small) businesses would

along the proposed route. At $120 for a ticket an the 1036-1
with each HSRA “revision™), it would take 100,000 e

or tolerated) given the status of California’s finances,

1036-2

ficult to discern financial impact on businesses from

have to if the prop F

la route was used. As a small business owner, my

rect o

revenue (1/4 year). The cost to Tocal b
L £ 2

1 coverage equal to three months of

: pring: 0
along the proposed route will include l036-3

sales , and lost
small business revenues of $250,000 (low) , the revenue loss might be at least:
300 x 1/8 x 5250k = $9.4 million (equal to 78,000 one-way passengers).

4, Mental health: The World Heal
ambient noise level in residential

—say half that 1/4. Assuming average

+h Organi

n (WHO) ds a 55 decibel

local crossings near our home, and

electrified service would reduce overall noise levels, | remember from several minor
Caltrain construction projects (often carried out at night) that the noise was significant

(preventing sleep). So while T have

operations, likewise, apparently neither does HSRA. 1 challenge HSRA to produce hard

data (obtained from ind:

Caltrain ly doubles that at the six
while HSRA suggests grade-separation and an

110 hard data on noise levels for past projects or train

tracks all the way to 1000 feet, and

recommendations, and to show a type of top
against population density. While difficult to measure and thus put a cost on, [ am willing.
1o bet that over 235,000 people living within .4 miles (on cither side) of the Caltrain

alignment {from San Jose to San Francisco) would claim their quality of life and mental

health has been severely impacted,
a high-speed rail down the Peninsu

Dulles (TAD) Airport, where urban d

remote airport area. High-speed rai

communities will be encroached upon by HSRA.

dent study of equi
Japan) on the noise and vibration levels, as measured in increments of 10 feet from the

high-speed trains in Europe and

how such levels reconcile with WHO 1036-4
hical map of noise/vibration offset

both by the lengthy construction and the operation of
|a/Caltrain alignment. This is not a situation like

lop slowly hed on the originally

| up the Peninsula /s a situation where “established”™

CALIFORNIA
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Comment Letter 1036 - Continued

T e (PR

5. Earthquake safety impact: 1 spoke with a retired executive engineer at USGS who
evidently submitted to HSRA recommendations for speed abatement and control based
on 15 nd earthquake predictions (& ible USGS esti ). Even at reduced speeds
(120mph), a high-speed train would require over 60 seconds to reduce speed to under
30mph (it's a simple matter of momentum and friction). The proposed route, even with
eminent domain removal of some propertics, would still run dangerously close to many
residences and businesses, and given an earthquake, the probability that a high-speed
train would leave the tracks is significant. To ignore this reality is to suggest that Caltrans
has wasted billions of dollars on highway and bridge earthquake retrofitting.

6. Community destruction impact: As & long-time resident and hence “expert” on our
delightful community (with downtown Menlo Park as our hub), [ can state unequivocally
that a high-speed rail, requiring at least four total tracks to accommodate Caltrain, HSR,
and freight, would destroy the nature and heritage of our community. Period. This would
have additional ripple effects on business, mental health, and tax revenues.

7. Incongruous comparisons: The primarily residential zones represented by Menlo
Park, Palo Alto, Atherton, and other communities do not compare 1o the “industrial” zone
of San Carlos, The impact documented by HSRA should not cite San Carlos as a
city/zone with “typical” impact.

I request you to revise the Draft EIR, and then distribute a Revised Draft EIR for further
review and comment by the public, including study of the following alternative routes:

+ Highway 101 corridor — little residential impact

+  Allamont Alignment to Highway 101 — lower residential impact and cost, less
tax revenue loss (preferred)

+  Ending the High Speed Train in San Jose — this makes sense (the original bill
not permitting p transfer t Los Angeles and San Francisco,
¢.g., at San Jose, is an obvious sham). End the high-speed rail in San Jose, use
the baby-bullet from S to SF, electrify Caltrain. This yields lower cost, much
less residential impact, improved energy conservation and less noise.

The impacts | have listed are in idition to the imp that the proposed project would
have on the natural environment. [ ask the Authority properly to address my comments,
as the law requires. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the
Authority to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree
feasible.

You should redesign the project to include to achieve that legal i 1, oF

q

choose a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

1036-5

1036-6

1036-7

1036-8

1036-9

Smcen:lg. /

Thomas D. Holt
Atherton, California

CALIFORNIA
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Response to Letter 1036 (Thomas D. Holt, April 25, 2010)

1036-1
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1036-2
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1036-3
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1036-4

See Response to Comment 1022-3. More detailed information and
analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will be included in project-
level EIR/EISs.

1036-5

A ranking of alignments in terms of seismic hazards and potential for
surface rupture (Active and Potentially Active Fault Crossings) is
provided in Chapter 3.13, Geology of the 2008 Final Program EIR
allowing for a comparison of relative potential impacts. Mitigation
strategies for seismic events are provided in Chapter 3.13.5. As
noted in this section: “Mitigation of potential impacts related to
geologic and soils conditions must be developed on a site-specific
basis, based on the results of more detailed (design-level) geologic
and geotechnical engineering studies. Consequently, geologic and
geotechnical mitigation would be identified in subsequent, project-
level analysis rather than at the program level.”

Chapter 3.13.5A provides mitigation for seismic events, which states:

The potential for traffic safety issues related to ground shaking
during a large earthquake cannot be mitigated completely; this holds
true for most vehicle transportation systems throughout California.
However, some strategies are available to reduce hazards, including
the following:

e Design structures to withstand anticipated ground motion, using
design options such as redundancy and ductility.

e Design and engineer all structures for earthquake activity using
Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria.

e Prevent liquefaction and seismically induced settlement, and the
resulting structural damage and traffic hazard impacts, using soil
densification techniques such as preloading, stone columns,
deep dynamic compaction or grouting.

e Design and install foundations resistant to soil liquefaction and
settlement, e.g. deep foundations.

e Utilize motion-sensing instruments to provide ground motion
data and a control system to temporarily shut down HST
operations during or after an earthquake to reduce risks.”

e Apply Section 19 requirements from the most current Caltrans
Standard Specifications to ensure geotechnically stable slopes
are planned and created, using buttress berms, flattened slopes,
drains, and/or tie-backs in areas of potential seismically induced
slope instability.

Note that steel wheel on rail HST systems have been operated in
seismically active areas of the world for many years, e.g. the
Japanese Shinkansen for over 45 years.

1036-6

The June 5, 2003 "Report to City Council on Menlo Park Grade
Separation & New Station Feasibility Study" found that while a four-
track grade separation of Encinal, Glenwood, Oak Grove and
Ravenswood, would impact mature trees, these trees could be
moved to provide screening of neighboring properties from the
completed project. It would also require no "significant permanent
right-of-way takes from private property owners."

The introduction of HST to the Caltrain corridor as depicted in the
2008 Final Program EIR assumed a similar configuration in Menlo

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Park. While there could be impacts, they would be mitigated to the
extent feasible. Most residents would see a benefit, as travel across
the rail corridor would no longer be disrupted by waiting for trains at
grade crossings. Neighbors who now hear the mandated blowing of
a horn when any train approaches a grade crossing, four blows in
the course of 8,000 feet of travel through Menlo Park's grade
crossing, would have this impact eliminated.

1036-7

The commenter states that the analysis improperly used San Carlos
as typifying an impact to Peninsula cities. However, a search of the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material found no place where San Carlos
was used to represent a typical impact. Because the commenter
does cite the location of the material referenced, no further response
can be provided.

1036-8

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

Response to Comments from Individuals

See also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.

1036-9

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1037 (Douglas H. Hamilton, April 25, 2010)

1037 o
DOUGLAS H. HAMILTON DOUGLAS H, HAMILTON
CONSULTING GEOLOGIST COSULTMG aaoLodsT
2 BASSETT LANE, ATHERTON, CALIFORNIA 94027 2 BASSETT LANE, ATHERTON, CALIFDRNIA 94027
Tek: 650 321 3071 » Fax: 650 328 8712 + emil: geoconsult@dhbumilton com Tel: 650 321 3071 » Fax: 650 328 £712 » email: geoconsult @ dhhamilton.com
April 25, 2010
eF-ZE€ - ror Mr. Dan Leavitt
- California High Speed Rail Authority
PP L0 WJJ{, 9235 L Street, Suite 1425
A . . Bacramento, California, 95814
. L RPN ‘E'F,/:, Soce /é-g‘,/ /Ju;‘/‘:vﬁcﬁ’ ’
7 Subject: C T I“ garding the D "Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed
Train, Revised Drafl Program Environment Impact Report Material”
Lerr Sr Aeavwitt: — Dear Mr. Leavitt;
}@ L s M(,,,q,;.?. o FRe 0r%-f-/af.yrawvf— Erge )
Sz e thets ML Arebend, My garding the ref d d relate (1.) to the overall economic viabilit
v Hee e o g 2
i . and operat i fth i i
e e » i a o y g s operating ?nm:s:?s a_ ¢ HST scheme of the HST Authority, (2.) to particular aspects of the
eTery Fles 6: 7M 7‘{‘ g ““‘Aﬂj Gt scheme, especially seismic hazard and (3.) to my proposed alternate layout of an Altamont HST
o = : ot e L y :
owe, tFrred; edels P o Fegor—ar alignment between Altamont Pass and the San Franciseo International Airport. These conuments
R Cler, e B pecriicy o Aarer a4 e ftcs viteed) follow a stat of my| ional qualification and back ground.
Aoty nll @ fo Hosve STt ;fg'yq»:r Aty & wTorrs
R beiiey Serel TP Sbrecre iy Vorsdayr g
m*‘”""fﬁr#‘.bm:;f g OF et et AT, L :
% The writer's background includes education and practical experience of more than fifly years in | 1037-1
,ﬂm:f lacy G, fforsee s/ the fields of engineering and seismic geology as applied to large scale construction projects in b
seismic regions, He has BS, MS and Ph D degrees from Stanford University and long time
memberships in professional and academi ietics including the Association of Engi
pid g
Geologists, American Geophysical Union, Geologi | Society of Americs, ete. His professional
career includes more than 30 years as Senior employee and then Principal/CEQ of Palo Alto-
based consulting geotechnical engineering and engineering geology firms, followed by 17 years
and inuing as an individual 1 In addition to work on major water supply,
hydroelectric and nuclear power projects he has provided consulting services 1o Cal Trans for the
Devils Slide Tunnel, new east span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, Dumbarton
Bridge and Antioch Bridge. His current elients include the Northem California Power Agency,
the Santa Clara Valley Water District, the South Feather Water and Power Agency, and Tacoma
California Registered Geologist No. 56 + Cenified Engincering Geologist No. 31
Cullfomi Fegisvred Geologit Vo, 56 » Coriied Bngineering Geslogit Ho. 31 Washington Englneering Geologist Mo, 1710
Washington Engineering Geologist No. 1710
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1037 - Continued

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
April 25, 2010

Page2

Power, as well as the U.S, Department of Justice and a major Southern California law firm. He
is licensed as a Professional Geologist and Certified Engineering Geologist in California and as

an Engineering Geologist in Washington.

Comment regarding overall economic viability of the HST scheme

This issue has three basic comy (a)c ion/Fi ing Cost, (2.) Operating Cost,
and (3.) Revenue. Clearly for any scheme that does not receive taxpayer funding, component
(3.) must at least equal the sum of componeats (1.) and (2.). For the HST scheme at this
Program Draft EIR stage, the values of all of these components can only be educated, or blindly
hopeful guesses, in whatever Jevel of detail they are presenied by cither the HST Authority
propenent or the opponents of the scheme. But cerain trends are already becoming apparent,
These are that both the (1.) construction financing cost and the (2.) operating cost estimates are
being increased, requiring a near doubling of the required (3.) revenue side of the equation. This
of arithmetic necessity has in tum required (so far) a near doubling of the projected HST ticket
price, which has highly negative implications for the petitiveness and hence volume of]
ridership, of the HST scheme. None of this bodes well for the economic viability of this vastly
expensive project, even according to the current estimates of the Authoritiy's paid consultant.

But here it is instructive to review what has actually happened with large scale projects during
the past several decades, Four examples can be ciled (three of which included werk by the
writer) but there are plenty of others as well. The four examples, in their order of cccurrence are

the following:

1)  Dieblo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) began
planning for this 2300 MW 2-unit power plant in around 1963 and by about 1966, had developed
a cost estimate for its construction of ¢.3500 million or somewhst less. Its operating cosls were
projected to be only a few cents per kilowatt hour which would have allowed for very low costs
to PG&E's captive Rate Payers and following many delays and requirements for seismic and

other upgrades, the cost was still only 1.2 billion or between 2 and 3 times the original

1037-1
cont.

1037-2

LirorNIA

Mr. Dan Leavitt
California High Speed Rail Authority
April 25, 2010
Paged
estimate, by 1981, when the plant finally received an operating license from the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. Then the fact that an enormous design error had occurred during part
of the seismic upgrades process was discovered and 3 more years of reanalysis and construction
upgrades ensued, all while capital costs were lating with no balancing nue. When
the plant finally went online in 1984, its cost was $5.6 billion, nearly all of which the California
Public Utilities Conumission allowed PG&E to pass on to ils captive customers. The resulting
rates are among the highest in the U.8.
2)  The Boston Central Artery/Tunnel, known as the "Big Dig" and the project most like the
HST scheme among those cited here. This complex, difficult project was originally estimated to
cost . 1-2 billion to construet, but ended with a cost of c. 14 billion. The Boston taxpayers are -
making up the difference. ey :
3.)  The east span of the 8an Fi Bay Bridge repl This project was originally
estimated to have a construction cost of ¢. 2 billion. Its estimated cost is now in the range of 10-
12 billion assuming the "signature” single point suspension span construction doesn't somehow
g0 wrong,
4. Devils Slide Tunnel, on Highway 1 south of San Francisco. The construction cost for
thiz 2-bore highway tunnel was estimated at $150 million at an advanced stage of design, but is
now expected 1o be $270 million, making the increase of 180% seam almost trivial. Buta 180%
overrun in the cost of the HST scheme, which seems likely (o be 3 minimum based on the
ilabl parative ples, would require a four or five-fold increase in ticket cost.
C regarding alig alternatives
If despite the fiscal irresponsibility and questionable operational p of the HSR scheme| 1037-3
being planned by the HSR Autherity, the Authority still 10 proceed with this scheme, i
should be incumbent on the Autherity that the alignment layout now proposed by the Authority|
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DT Merced Station point and rejoin at the Millbrae — 8FO point. As scaled from Figure 3.1 the
two alternative ali

are each appr Iy 135 miles long so they cannot be
differentiated by distance. At the surface, however, the Pacheco Pass alignment is some 360 feet
higher in clevation than the Altamont Pass aligr (The implicati of this

difference will be deceased further on). Each alignment crosses the entire width of the Diablo

Range although the amount of actual mountainous terrein is muoch less for the Altamont
alignment since much of its Diablo Range traverse is in the Livermore and Suncl Valleys. The
across the several ridges of the southern East Bay Hills, which form a topographic barrier at

Allamont alig , is shown (implausibly) as

ling directly

£.750 feet elevation in the vicinity of the HST alignment. Seemingly, crossing this terrain barrier

by the sudden, unpredictable onset of pulses of strong vibratory ground molion. As anyone
Iknows who has been in 2 moving motor vehicle during a strong earthquake (as many were in the
Bay Region during the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989), the vehicle becomes almost or|

i letel flable. Furthermore the hquake motion is amplified for

P Y q

elevated structures so that the likelihood of derailment of a fast moving train from an elevated

track, such as the HST Authority proposes for the heavily populated eentral Peninsul
of its Pacheco alignment, is vastly increased. Bul even al low speeds on surface trackage,
there to be o hazard of derail during hquak

hisberiaal - A&

Locomotives were thrown or tipped from their tracks and ended up lying on their side adjacent tof

the tracks as a result of strong motion during earthquakes near Lumpoc in south-central

Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals
Comment Letter 1037 - Continued
Mr. Dan Leavitt Mr, Dan Leavitt
California High Speed Rail Authority Californin High Speed Rail Authority
April 25,2010 April 25, 2010
Page 4 Page 5
be reconsidered and revised, Considerations that support the need for reconsideration of the could only be accomplished by borng an approximately 6 miles long tunnel through it This
Pacheco alternative that is being vigorously promoted by the Authority versus the Altamont would then be one of the longer transportation tunnels in North America.
alternative, include the following:
Both the Pacheco and Altamont HST alignments involve several crossings of known active faults
1. Relative seismic hazard, L:‘:;_'J bordering and lying within the northern Diablo Range so the two alignments are similar in this
& Relative operating cost respect. The difference in seismic exp b the aligr instead lies with the length
b4 Service access to potential HST users and of the alignment parallel and in relatively close proximily to, potentially seismogenic faults. For
4. Impact on property values and quality of life, for the population along the two this case fully 70 miles of the Pacheco alignment follows the narvow geological sliver of ground
main HST alternative alignments. between the San Andreas and the Calaveras-Hayward faults while only the northernmost 15
miles of the Altamont ali (which parallels the corresponding part of the Pacheco
For the writer's comment regarding relative seismic hazard, o plot has been prepared showing the alignment) has a similar relationship to the Szn Andreas fault. It should also be noted that at two
Authority's layout of the various alig it has idered, ph the Pacheco locations the Pacheco alignment is ially tangent to the leading-edge traces of seismogenic
alternative it favors, plus a modified Altamont alternative developed by the writer. These faults of the San Andreas — bordering frontal fault system facing and overthrusting the Southern | 10374
alignments are plotted on a copy of the California Geological Survey "Fault Activity Map of San Francisco Bay plain and the Santa Clara Valley. e
California” in order to provide reference to the recognized seismic source structures in the Bay
Area-to-Central Valley sector of the overall HST layout. The significance of this disparity in exposure lo near-field seismic strong motion between the
Pact and Al HST alig is not regarding the feasibility of constructing the HST
As shown on Figure 3-1, "Relation to Existing Transp Corridors" from the subject Drafl trackage, since that is merely matter of providing suitable earthquake-resistant desipn and
Program EIR. the HST Authority's Pachoco and Altamont alignments diverge northward at the| o , construction. It is instead, the susceptibility of trains traveling at HST speeds to being derailed

LirorNIA
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Mr. Dan Leavitt Mr. Dan Leavitt
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Page 6 Page 7
California in 1902 and near Point Reyes Station in norihern California in 1906, But at least these 1o the - and § population ceolers. In contrast, cstablishing access for the
derailments were in rural areas and the locomotives simply tipped over. Derailment of an HST sauthecn Fast By (Unicn City), ddutharn San Reman Valley (Fleasdnlon), Livermiors, £nd Trasy [037-6
moving at 100 plus mph on an elevated track through the homes, schools and businesses of the population centers plus providing a branch line ing Stockton and from 2 | com
mid Peninsula would be another matter, with polential for mass casualties and property | 1037-4 Pacheco Alignment into the Bay Region, would require construction of an Allamont alignment in
destruction. And it is to be emphasized that this hazard is governed by Newtonian physics; it | “™ addition to the Pacheco alignment.
cannot be "designed away". Basically the only mitigation is for HST trackage to be subgrade or
underground or for there to be 2 wide safety corridor on both sides of the HST tracks. The latter 4. Impact on property values and quality of life for the population living along the two
form of mitigation would result in & wide Berlin Wall-like cleared swath with the tracks running main alternative HST alignments
in the middle.
It is obvious and indisputable that the most adverse impact on quality of life and values of
2. Relafive operating costs, residential property by an HST will ocour in tion with blisk of the HST on
elevated and/or at-grade tracks in the existing Cal Train cormridor, between San Jose and San | [n37.7
One of the significant operating costs for an HST is the cost of eleclricity to run the HST. Again, Francisco. The adverse impact along this segment of a Pacheco alignment would be greatly
basic physics plays an unavoidable role, in that it takes more energy to gain eleration. In reduced or even changed to a positive impact if a subgrade configuration was utilized within the
comparing the Pacheco and Altamont HST alignments, it is noteworthy that Pacheco Pass at existing Cal Train right of way. But the operational hazards of running both HST, commuter Cel
1368 elevation is 628 feet higher than Altamont Pass at 740 feet elevation. This differential of | 1037-5 Tran trains, and Union Pacific freight trains in close proximity in parallel tracks can hardly be
628 fiet means that, with the HST Authority-projected 228 HSTs per day a total of 228 x 628 = overstated. A rational design, instead, requires that the H5Ts be run along a separate alignment.
143,184 feet (27 miles or 5 Mt. Everest's) of additional elevation rise per day, will be required Suchanati inpeoponed i the folliting asction of theas:conmpents.
for the Pacheco HST alignment compared to the Altament alignment. This differential will not
be cancelled by use of a new HST tunnel beneath Pacheco Pass to lower the grade there, since Proposed revised Altamont HST Alignment
the grade could equally well be lowered for the Altamont Pass crossing. Clearly it wouald be
much more expensive to 1ift the HST 27 miles more per day for the Pacheco alignment. The foregoing comments focused on the gencral cconomic viability of the HST scheme, and on
four critical areas in which the HST Autherity-promoted Pacheco Pass slignment compares | .00
3 Service Access to potential HST users. unfavorably with an Altamont Pass alignment. Here an alternate version of an Altamont Pass-
San Francisco Bay Margin alignment is identified and briefly discussed. The layout of this
The southerly 80 miles of the San Francisco-Central Valley Pacheco alignment traverses thinly 10375 Mgt x b :Im |he abiaalied map; ol o x reihioad scale. compllations of st URGIE
populated terrain, thus, while getting from Morgan Hill to Merced quickly, provides no usefisl 1:100,000 somla melac Seicd mape
access to potential HST users. The Altamont alignment in contrast, passes near a succession of
population centers and also provides 2 logieal point of departure for a branch line giving accesss
Page 16-119
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‘The alternate Altamont alignment is similar to the HET Authority alignment only in that it
crosses Altamont Pass and the south end of San Francisco Bay adjacent to the Dumbarton
Bridge. The major segments of this alternative alignment, starting at the Central Valley margin
west of Tracy, are the following:

1)  Altamont Pass
2}  Southeastern Livermore Valley

3) Vallecitos Hills and Valley

4)  Sunol - Valley crossing

3.)  Mission Pass

6)  Southeast margin of San Francisco Bay (including the San Jose access spur)
7.)  South Bay crossing, and

£) Southwest margin of San Francisco Bay

Significant features of an HST scheme construcied and operating along this alignment are noted

below,

1) Altamont Pass

This segment crosses the hills that lie between the Central Valley and Livermore Valley, mostly
following the old little-used Altamont Pass road but merging with and paralleling the alignments
of the Southern Pacific and Western Pacific rail lines from Altamont Pass down the canyon of
Altamont Creek to its junction with the [-580 freewny. The alternate alignment then passes
beneath the spur of the ridge on the south side of the lower reach of Altamont Creek canyon via a
3500 feet long tunnel, emerging at the foothills mergin of Livermore Valley. This alignment
segment also utilizes a 2000 feet long tumnel immediately east of the top of Altamont Pass in
order aveoid the canyon narrows there and smooth the alignment curvature which would
otherwise be required. The east end of this segment is at elevation 160, the high point at
elevation 740 and the west end at elevation 700. The segment length is ¢.9 miles and the
maximum gradient along it is 3% in one 3000 feel reach. This gradient could be reduced to 2%

1037-8
conl.

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
April 25, 2010

Page 9

either by raising the east end of the reach by placing it in a side hill cut or lowering its west end
by means of a local trench,

The east end of the Altamont Pass segment is in the vicinily of the Coast Ranges-Central Valley
fault, which is poorly defined at the surface but is & potential source of intermediate magnitude

earthouakes.

2.)  Southeastern Livermore Valley

This segment crosses the southeastern margin of Livermore Valley. The segment traverses
gently northwest sloping terrain, and lies along the north side of the major power line corridor
aeross this area. s elevation ranges from 700 feet &l iis east end to 580 feet at its west end. The
segment length is 8 miles. The land along this alignment ségment is mostly agricultural but the
alignment passes near a water supply reservoir and filtration plant and more significantly, the
southeast comer of the mile-square Lawrence Livermore National Leboratory complex. The
segment crosses the trace of the active Greenville fiult near its east end, and parallels the Los
Positas fault along much of its length.

3)  Vallecitos Hills and Valley
This THe Vall

Hills via a 5000 feet long tunnel and then extends along the
floor of the entire length £ Vallecitos Valley, paralleling the major power line corridor there for &
distance of 1.3 miles. Its elevation drops gradually from 580 foet at its east end to 300 feet at its
west end, The WNW-ESE aligned Verona thrust fault, which forms the southwest margin of the
Vallecitos Hills, may intersect this alignment segment near the east end of Vallecitos Valley,

4) Bamol Valley crossing

This 1.5 mile-long alignment segment crosses Sunal Valley at 250 feet elevation. The segment
parallels the northwest side of the local reach of the I-680 freeway, and crosses the trace of the
NNW aligned Calaveras fault near the junction of Highways 84 and 1-680.

1037-8
cont

LirorNIA
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5)  Mission Pass
This approxi ly 3 mile-long segn crosses the Hast Bay Hills southwest of the Sunol
Valley, paralleling the 1-680 freeway. The northenst (Sunol Valley) end of the segment is at

elevation 300, its central reach across Mission Pass is sligntly higher than elevation 600, and its

‘west end, where it entes the Mission San Jose District of Fremont, is at about elevation 250.

The maximum surface gradient along this segment is 8%, which is too steep for HST use,
however a 7000 feet long tunnel, with a northeast porial al elevation 500 and a southwest portal
at elevation 400 would eliminate this problem. In this case the northeast portal at elevation 500
would be the high point of the segment.

6.)  Southeast margin of the San Francisco Bay

This 12,5 mile long segment begins at the edge of the East Bay Hills and ends near the east
shoreline of the south bay. Its el from 250 feet to
sea level. The north Timost app tely 2 miles of this segment parallels the north and

gradually declines over this d

& major

west side of the I-680 freeway. [t then turns into a 1y course that p
power line corridor for 2 miles. The segment then turns west and arcs across terrain mostly used

for salt evaporation ponds for a further 7 miles, to the Bay margin.

A junction located near the northeast end of this segment provides a branch segment leading to a
station in San Jose. The Hayward fault extends through this branches junction area. This is the
most active of any of the faults present in direct proximity to the Altamont alternate alignment.

7. South Bay Crossing

This approximately 1.5 mile ling segment crosses the open water of the southerly part of San
Francisco Bay. Here the HST alignment would have io be via o new dedicated bridge, or o tube
beneath the bay.

1037-8
cont.

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
April 25,2010

Page 11

&)  Southwest margin of San Francisco Bay
This approximately 17 mile seg; of the Alt t alternate alig would follow a power
line corridor that parallels the shoreline. Going northwest from the southwest end of the
Dumb Bridge the ali segment gradually converges with both Highway 101 and the
Cal Train right-of-way being promoted as the HST Authority's preferred Pacheco HST alignment
through the San Franci insula. The converg

o

ocours at the Highway 101 exit to San
Franeisco International Airport and the two alignments merge into one continuing on to the HST

terminous in San Francisco.

The Altamont altemate HST bay margin ali
but aveids built up areas of human settlement except where it crosses the Foster City

Ju envir Ily sensitive terrain
development on Brewer Island. And this alignment does not cross pristine bay margin terrain
since as noted above, a power line comidor already exists along it.

Foundation conditions along most of this segment are relatively poor but both highway bridge
footings (Dumbarton, San Mateo) and engineered fill developments (Fester City, 8an Francisco
International Airport) have been constructed and performed satisfactorily including during the
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.

Further to the issue of eanthquake hazard, it may be noted that the shereline segment of the
Altamont al HST ali is t

fault earthquake source than the comesponding resch of the central peninsula Cal Train

2 and 4 miles farther away from the San Andress

alignment. This reduces but probably does not eliminate the hazard of earthquake-induced train

Larail for the shorelines aki ot o

d to the Cal Train alignment.

Seemingly, use of this alternate HST alignment segment would largely mitigate most of the
highly adverse effects of a surface or elevated HST configuration using the Cal Train corridor

through the San Francisco Peninsula region.

1037-8
cont.
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I appreciate having the opportunity to provide the foregoing comments regarding the Program

EIR for the HST scheme.
Yours very truly

;{Qy‘-;{,}-gﬁ.—.-—'??"?fwyyqi_//'?z[] 1

Daoug 1. Hamilton, Ph D, C.E.G.
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Response to Letter 1037 (Douglas H. Hamilton, April 25, 2010)

1037-1
Comment acknowledged.

1037-2

Comment acknowledged. The purpose of the 2010 Revised Final
Program EIR Material is to appropriately address the environmental
impacts of the alternatives. The more detail economic issues related
to development of the High-Speed Train system are part of the
Authority's ongoing business and fiscal planning.

1037-3

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material evaluated 21 representative network alternatives for
connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley against. As noted in
Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, Chapter
7 of the 2008 Final Program EIR summarizes and compares the
relative differences among physical and operational characteristics
and potential environmental consequences associated with the HST
alignment alternatives and station location options, including:
Physical/operational characteristics, Potential environmental impacts.

This evaluation includes the factors identified in this comment letter.
Please see Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1037-4

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Geology and soils was not
one of those topics. Please see Section 3.13 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. Due to the dramatic nature of the Diablo Range
topography and the alignment criteria for HST, long tunnels may be
required and would be feasible. More detailed information and
analysis will be part of a project-level EIR/EIS because the
determination of impact is a product of the HST system design and

can only be done at the project level. See also Standard Response 3
and Response to Comment 1036-5.

1037-5

This comment requests consideration of detailed information that
cannot be known at the program level because the project design
and engineering has not progressed to the point where that analysis
can be completed.

1037-6
See Response to Comment L022-1.

1037-7

Comment acknowledged. The precise alignment and profile options
for the HST system in the Caltrain Corridor will be further evaluated
and refined as part of the preliminary engineering and project-level
environmental review and will include aerial, trench and/or tunnel
concepts. Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities,
safety, and costs will be among the key factors considered as part of
this review.

1037-8

The May 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative
and 21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay
Area to the Central Valley. Included in this range of alternatives
were 11 Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass
network alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) network alternatives.

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material clarified those portions
of the 2008 Final Program EIR requiring revision or expansion. With
this document, the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of
alternatives, and review of additional alternatives does not appear to
be warranted. Please note that the Authority did evaluate HST
alternatives near State Route 84 and 1-580 which were withdrawn

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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from further consideration as summarized below. Also, see Response
to Comment O012-11.

SR-84/South of Livermore Alignment Alternative: This alignment
alternative was eliminated from further investigation because it
would have high potential impacts to the natural environment and to
agricultural lands. This alignment alternative would cut through
agricultural areas and undeveloped conservation easements,
increasing habitat fragmentation. The SR-84/South of Livermore
alignment alternative would have greater potential impacts to high
value aquatic resources and threatened and endangered species
than other alignment alternatives through the Tri-Valley (Livermore,
Pleasanton, and Dublin) area.

SR-84/1-580/UPRR Alignment Alternative: This alignment alternative
was eliminated from further investigation because it would have high
potential impacts to the natural environment and agricultural lands.
This alignment alternative would have the same issues as presented
for the SR-84/South of Livermore alignment alternative (see above).
Moving the alignment north to parallel Altamont Pass Road would
only increase the impacts to the surrounding natural environment.

Response to Comments from Individuals

Along the west shore line of the Bay, the proposed route is along the
powerline corridor but that corridor is within the jurisdiction of the
BCDC. The CHSRA alignment alternative follow existing
transportation Caltrain corridor. The impacts and benefits of the
CHSRA alignments in urbanized areas are traded for impacts and
benefits of a rural alignment. Evidence of some of the obvious
potential impacts of the proposed alignment have been presented
above. There is no benefit that stands in favor of the entire
alignment verses the Altamont alignments already considered in the
2008 Final Program EIR.

We do not believe the proposed alternative alters the basic
comparison between Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass network
alternatives that serve both San Francisco and San Jose. We do not
believe the proposed alternative merits further consideration.
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Comment Letter 1038 (Mike Caggiano, April 12, 2010)

1038

Kris Livingston

From: Mikaggiano@acl. com

Sent: Menday, April 12, 2010 9:29 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Attn: San Francisco to San Jose Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report

High Speed Rail running down a heavily populated peninsula? Have we heard from French, German and

Japanese experts on the advisability of running these trains through populated areas above ground and the effect

on ‘livability’ for those in the area? If not why not? This undertaking will be forever. Once it's in then what? To

what extent do we weigh our ability to finance this thing versus the advisabiiity of having this mega-project with its | 1038-1
hoped for benefits. Along with the very real possibility of expensive eminent domain takings and displacement

during the construction process, we have to consider the rumble of the frequent passing of this train and its effect

on peninsula residents from those near to those up on the hills who will certainly not be immune from the

intermittent roar. How can we even consider moving forward without hearing from those who have actually been

there and done that?

Mike Caggiano

802 N. Delaware St. #402
San Mateo Ca. 94401

Ph. 650-274-1240
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1038 (Mike Caggiano, April 12, 2010)

1038-1

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to

the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

The potential noise and vibration effects of the HST operations will
be estimated and assessed using the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) guidance contained in their “High-Speed Ground
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Report”
October 2005. The assessments will be done for representative
residential receivers located along each of the HST Project sections.
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Comment Letter 1039 (Jennifer Sandmeyer, April 24, 2010)

1039

Kris Livingston

From: COUNCIL-Baylock, Cathy [chaylock@buriingame.org)

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 8,52 AM

To: Jennifer Sandmeyer; GRP-Council

Ce: PWIENG-Murtuza, Syad

Subject: RE: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comment

Dear M s
wank you for your thou
vour forward to San Mateo's PWD, Larry Patterson? thx)

Cathy Baylock
Mayor

From: Jennifer Sandmeyer [mailto:jen.sandmeyer@gmail.com]

Sent: Mon 4/26/2010 6:44 AM

To: Comments@hsr.ca.gov

Cc: COUNCIL-Baylock, Cathy; Marc.Her ca.gov; Lieber ca.gov; Senator.simitian@dsen.ca.eov;
margo. il.house.gov; Mark.Pulido@sen.ca.gov; me 3@sbeglobal.net

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comment
Date: April 24, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov

Fax: (916) 322-0827

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

L am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program Level EIR. Tam a resident on the
Peninsula between San Francisco to San Jose, specificalty, *San Mateo*.

1 support and welcome the idea of a high speed rail line to Los Angeles.
But, as I learn more about the current plans of the project, 1 have serious
concerns.

As it is currently planned, HSR will divide San Mateo. A final decision has 1039-1
not been reported but it appears that HSR authorities are only considering
these two options: 1) Widen the arca where Caltrain has their tracks
andadd at least 2 more tracks.

This option is not physically possible in the center of San Mateo, as many
business lie in that area. 2) Building a two-story, elevated track

structure. 1 feel that plans for this option are being pushed upon the

public without careful consideration. 1 such a talf structure is built, it

1

htful comments. [ will make sure a copy of your e-mail goes 1o the San Mateo City Council. (Syed, would

would be like putting an eicvated freeway through the center of San Mateo. The
elevated tracks would literally cut our community in half. It would be so

aesthetically damaging to the unique, beautiful qualities of the towns on 1039-1
the peninsula that this aspect alone makes me want to withdraw any support 1 cont,
have for the HSR project.

*1f the route along the Caltrain corridor is the only option, then the

tracks for **HSR** and Caltrain should be put underground*. I want the HSR

but not at the expense of my community. Please consider: 10392

- Putting the high speed train in a tunnel or in a covered trench.
- Route the high speed train next to highway 101 or 280, which would
completely avoid the Caltrain corridor problems.

Regards,

Jennifer Sandmeyer
808 Foothill Drive
San Mateo, CA 94402

cc:

*Cathy Baylock, Mayor, City of Burlingame*
Mail: City Hall, 501 Primrose Road, Burlingame, California 94010-3997

cbaylock@burlingame.org

*State Assemblymember Jerry Hill, *

Mail: 19th District, 1528 S. EI Camino Real,

Suite 302, San Mateo, CA94402

Fax: (650) 341-4676

Email Marc Hershmann, Field Representative in San Mateo,

Marc. Hershman(@asm.ca.gov

*State Senator Leland Yee®

Mail: District 8, 400 South EI Camino Real, Suite 630, San Mateo, CA 94402
Email to Dan Lieberman, District Representative for Millbrae and South, Dan.
Lieberman@sen.ca.gov.

*State Senator Joe Simitian,* 11th District, Member, Budget subcommittee on
Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation, Member,
Committee on Transportation and Housing

Mail: 160 Town & Country Village, Palo Alto, CA94301

Fax: (650) 688-6370

Email:Senator.simitian@sen.ca.gov (emails are sent (o transportation

staffers in Palo Alto and Sacramento

*Congresswoman Jackie Speier® Mail: 12th Congressional District, 400 S. EI
Camino Real, Suite 750, San Mateo, CA 94402

E

mail: Margo Rosen, District Director for San Mateo office,
mareo.rosen@mail.house.0v

*

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger™®

Mail: State Capitol Building, Sacramento, CA95814, Fax: 916-558-3160

*#U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer *

Mail Att: Hilary Pearson, Field Representative for *San Mateo **County,* 1700
Montgomery Street, Ste 240, San Francisco®, **CA *%94111 *FAX: 202-224-0454
{reroutes to SF office)

L OHNIA,
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Comment Letter 1039 - Continued

*U.8. Senator Diane Feinstein *Mail Att: Christine Epres, Field
Representative, 1 Post Street, Ste 2450, San Francisco, CA94104 Fax to:
(415) 393-0710

N

State Senator Alan Lowenthal*, 27th district, Member, Budget subcommittee on
Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation, Chair,
Committee on Transportation and Housing

Email to Mark Pulido, District Director, Long Beach Mark.Pulido@sen.ca.gov.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1039 (Jennifer Sandmeyer, April 24, 2010)

1039-1

See Response to Comment 1017-4. Visual impacts of the HST
system for the San Francisco to San Jose corridor were evaluated at
the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.
As noted in the Final Program EIR, in most locations the addition of
two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-way would result in a low
impact while in some locations there would be a high visual impact
such as where vegetation and landscaping would be removed,
addition of pedestrian overcrossings, or where the HST alignment
would pass over roadways. However, overall the visual impact was
identified to be low. The March 2010 Revised Draft EIR Material
identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would be
required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San
Jose in some narrow areas. As part of the follow-on preliminary
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, design variations may
be applied to reduce some of the impacts to properties and visual

impacts. A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST
service to the Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project
level engineering and environmental analyses. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary
system, and visual quality impacts would be addressed as part of
project-level EIR/EIS.

1039-2
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1040 (John Neil, April 24, 2010)

1040 Dan Leavitt, Calif{_:rnia High Speed Rail Authority DATE: / 241
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Jones, Tanya Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments(@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

From: Kris Livingston [kivingston@hsr. ca gov] Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Sent: ‘Wednesday, May 19, 2010 10:17 AM

To: Kris Livingston e

Subject: FW: High Speed Rail EIR comments Dear Mr. Leavitt:

: High Speed Rail EIR comments.

Attachments an Spee Pl 1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). [am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known 1o have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
From: John Neil [mailto: john@johnneil.net] San Matco, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, A in View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 7:18 PM PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
To: HSR Comments would result in the need to scquire up to approxi 10 acres of additi adjacent property at various locations
Subject: High Speed Rail EIR comments between San Francisco and San Jose™ At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick .. although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this ight-of-way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees™ would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to iderable number of jizati agencies, and 40
individuals who have d concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Comridor™ and pg. 7-22 refers to I
“considerable city and ity congern for impl ion of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24 -1
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor including: ali i d local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources” T am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
tylal track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):
Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many propertiesbusinesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that I will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and I will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afford an attomey to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house
/Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due 1o street level
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths o
.~ Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H 5 's. Entire neighborhoods/business zones e
st be zoned off and sealed if any ion is done with & fel d design, similar 1o ashestos projects. F
\./\/ ildren & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approxi 20 or mare schools located near Caltrain
tracks San ing H.S, etc ) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1040
due to the ise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or -4
due to lengthy ion and dinoise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours
Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-Amenican and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest iGiid
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will -5
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation

Additional C IComplai T anval {-w\\oq el o= ,.|.du,_,.},u.h,,1

**=* All ab {i d concerns are elimi if HSRA tunnels the whole project from SJ to SF, or if HSRA | 1040
riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which | strongly suggest }** | -7
— 3 e peas P (ne
f"t'{l {v;,l |||‘J21Lu‘pg;vz\ C:+ &4 Saw W (,x(L_l _l_‘;, f""-'i‘ﬂu \J &l I;HO
- | i NAME () j
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1040 (John Neil, April 24, 2010)

1040-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1040-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1040-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1040-4

The FRA does have noise and vibration criteria that applies to
schools in their “High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Report” October 2005. This criteria will
be used to assess the possible effects of the HST operations on all
schools along the Peninsula. Construction noise and vibration at
schools would also be assessed based on both FRA and local noise
ordinance limits. Also see Standard Response 5.

1040-5

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into project-
level alternatives screening. The March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas.

Response to Comments from Individuals

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. The
Authority is not currently undertaking real property acquisition. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended and Title VI and Title
VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968, respectively. See the
2008 Final Program regarding notification of the availability of 2005
Draft Program EIR, 2008 Final Program EIR, and also see the
Preface of the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material related to
notification of the Revised Draft Program EIR. At the program-level
minority and low-income populations along the alignment
alternatives and around station locations were identified as discussed
in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, of the 2008 Final Program EIR. Also see
Standard Response 7.

In no location are 40-foot tall soundwalls proposed or feasible to
construct. The design of noise barriers appropriate for the proposed
HST would depend on the location and height of noise-sensitive
buildings, as well as the speeds of the trains. Noise barriers 8-10 ft
tall could be installed where speeds are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail
noise dominates). Higher noise barriers of 12—-16 ft might be used
to reduce noise to taller buildings or where speeds are high in noise-
sensitive areas. In many locations, noise barriers could be installed
on one side of the track only because of the location and proximity
of noise-sensitive areas. More detailed consideration of noise
impacts and mitigation measures such as soundwalls or other noise
reducing measures will be included in project-level environmental
documents.

1040-6

More detailed analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will be
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EISs. The commenter states
that the HST should be put in a tunnel to avoid problems. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
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alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options are being considered in preliminary alternatives
screening for project-level environmental documents can be found
on the Authority's website. As required by CEQA and NEPA, a no
project alternative is included in the the Program EIR/EIS and will be
included in the project-level EIR/EISs. See Standard Response 3.

1040-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1041 (Jeffrey Castaline, April 9, 2010)

1041
Kris Livingston
From: Jeffrey Castaline [aanraku@abasg.com]
Sent: Friday, April 09, 2010 9:18 AM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Latest footprint report
Dear SirfMadam:
QK
| your alternatives report.
It says nothing new. It shows no changes to their original plan. Your process still appears to be nothing more than
slashing and burning while building a Berlin style wall down the middle of the peninsula ruining the environment and
quality of life for everyone there
We've taken up a new cry, and | for one support it: 1041-1

TUNNELING OR NOTHING

Total summary, some non-binding, and probably will be ignored alternatives will be carried forward that are given no
credence. All hot air, wasted money and nothing has changed.

Is that about right?

Do your your duty to the citizens of California. Help Improve their lives, not ruin them.
Jeffrey Castaline

Jeffrey Castaline / Owner
Aanraku Glass Studios

41 S. Railroad Ave.

San Mateo, CA 94401

Tel: 650-372-0527
www.abasg.com
aanraku@abasd.com
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1041 (Jeffrey Castaline, April 9, 2010)

1041-1

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. Also, visual mitigation
strategies were included the 2008 Final Program EIR to minimize
impacts of the project including using aesthetic treatments,
landscaping, and design. The Authority Board committed in July

2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening.
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Comment Letter 1042 (Deanna M. Campbell, April 21, 2010)
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1042 (Deanna M. Campbell, April 21, 2010)

1042-1
Comment acknowledged.

1042-2
Comment acknowledged.

1042-3
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1042-4

Comment acknowledged. Refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the 2008
Final Program EIR for a discussion of the project purpose and need
and alternatives. Also see Chapter 5, Costs. See Standard Response
6 regarding property values.

1042-5

Comment acknowledged. Substantial outreach has occured
throughout the Bay Area for people to participate in the
environmental process. Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency
Involvement, in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The scoping activities
for the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS were
conducted between November 15 and December 16, 2005 and

included meetings in San Jose, San Francisco and four other cities.
The Authority held a total of eight public hearings, including in San
Jose and San Francisco to present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to
receive public comments between August 23, 2007 and September
26, 2007. The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest
possible notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.
Notification was provided in 8 newspapers including the San
Francisco Examiner and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of
Availability and Notice of a Public Meeting postcard was further
distributed to over 50,000 individuals identified as part of on-going
project-level engineering and environmental studies. The Revised
Draft Program EIR Material and a Notice of Availability and of a
Public Meetings was also made available to 16 libraries for public
viewing. Two public meetings were held on April 7, 2010 in San
Jose on the Revised Draft Program EIR. Both of these meetings did
not end until everyone had the ability to speak. If the Authority
proceeds with a network alternative that involves the Bay Area at the
project level, the Authority will continue its efforts at public outreach
in the area.
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Comment Letter 1043 (Patricia A. Baumgartner, April 20, 2010)

1043

DAN LEAVITT, CALLFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY APRIL 20,2010
925 "L" STREET, SUITE 1425
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RE: BAY AREA TO CENTRAL VALLEY REVISED DRAFT PROGRAM EIR MATERIAL COMMENTS

DEAR ME. LEAVITT:

1 AM WRITING BEFORE APRIL 26,2010 TO OFFICALLY SUBMIT MY COMENTS TO HIGH SPEED RAIL
AUTHORITIES (HSRA) MARCH 4,2010° REVISED DRAFT FROGRAM EIR (EIR). 1 AM A RESIDENT OK
THE PENINSULA BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO TO SAN JOSE. 1 AM CONCERNED ABOUT EMINENT DOMAIR.

T AM A 70 PLUS WIDOW WHO LIVES WITH MY DOG ULYSSES IN SAN MATED. MY HOME IS RIGHT
NEXT TO THE CAL TRAIN RATLROAD TRACKS. 1 HAVE LIVED HERE FOR &2 HAPPY YEARS UNTIL
HOW. I'M UPSET BECAUSE AFTER ALL OF THESE YEARS 1'M GOING TO BE UPROOTED. 1 WILL

BE TAKEN AWAY FROM MY LONG TIME NEIGHBORS, MY CHURCH, MY CONVENIENT SHOPPING AREA,
LIBRARY, AND PARK. MOST OF ALL I WILL BE DEPRIVED OF DOING MY CURRERT VOLUNTEER WORK
FOR THE COMMUNITY. THOSE THIRTY YEARS OF VOLUNTEER WORK HAVE KEPT ME BUSY, INVOLVED
IN LIFE, WITH PEOPLE AND GIVEN ME THE SATISFACTION OF HELPING OTHERS.

1043-1

‘THE MOST IMPORTANT CONCEKN,NOT FOR JUST MYSELF,BUT FOR OTHERS AS WELL,LS HOSPITAL
ACCESSIBILITY. WE HAVE A NUMBER OF SERTOUS MEDICAL PROBLEMS. CURRENTLY, I TRAVEL
DOWN TO KATSER HOSPITAL BY REDI-WHEELS. I AM REQUIRED TO GO DOWN THERE ONCE A MONTH
FOR MY COUMADTN SHOT AMONG OTHER THINGS. TO GET TO REDWOOD CITY 1 TRAVEL THROUGH
THREE CITIES. THE LAST ATRIL FIBRILLATION ATTACK 1 HAD, THE MEDICS RUSHED ME TO
BURLINGAME, THAT 1S NEXT DOOR TO SAN MATEQ,RATHER THAN RISK TAKING ME THROUGH THE
THREE CITIES. I AM S0 GRATEFUL FOR THE FACT OF GETTING TO MILLS HOSPITAL IN
BURLINGAME 50 QUICKLY,AS T WAS IN A VERY BAD WAY.

1043-2

MY ‘rmhsmwxrmu IS USUALLY DONE BY TRAVELING IN REDI-WHEELS. 1 BEL1EVE WE ARE S0
LUCKY ‘TO HAVE THAT SERVICE. SAN MATEO COUNTY HAS THE BEST REDI-WHEELS SERVICE AS
COMPARED TO OTHER COUNTIES IN CALTFORNIA.

PLEASE, I BEG YOU,IF THERE IS ANY CHANCE, ANY CHANCE AT ALL, THAT I CAN S5TAY IN MY
HOME HERE IN SAN MATED WITH MY DOG, THE BIRDS, SQUIRRELS, BUTTERFLIES, APPLE AND 1043-3
PEAR TREES AND ENJOYING THE BEAUTY OF CKEATION, PLEASE LET IT BE 50.

SINCERELY,
N Daturei el Ao g At
MRS. PATRICIA A. BAUMGARTNER
409 EAST SANTA INEZ AVENUE
SAN MATEO, CA 94401

FILE: RR
PB
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Response to Letter 1043 (Patricia A. Baumgartner, April 20, 2010)

1043-1 proposed at this stage. The results of the traffic analysis will be
) ) ) documented in the project-level EIR/EIS.
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1043-3

1043-2 . . .

. o ) ) See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.
Chapter 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking of the 2008
Final Program EIR reviews the program level traffic impacts and
provides proposed mitigation strategies. Detailed traffic analysis will
be performed for the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential for traffic
congestion to change or disrupt access or circulation of emergency
vehicles will also be evaluated. Feasible mitigation measures will be
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Comment Letter 1044 (Anne Brocchini, April 27, 2010)

1044
Kris Livingston
From: Anne and Dave [annedavel4@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2010 12:25 AM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Comments on High Speed Rail through Hayward Park, CA
Dear High Speed Rail Commission,
| am quite concerned with the plans for High Speed Rail (HSR) through Hayward Park. | moved to Hayward Park in
2003 because of the charm of the neighborhood and the short distance to downtown. | have long been an advocate of
public transport and have concerns both with the High Speed rail through my town and alsc with it in general.

1044-1

| implore you to consider the impact of HSR on both the citizens of Hayward Park and to the thriving downtown San
Mateo. In order to maintain any quality of life for the residents of Hayward Park, HSR must be underground from Hwy.
92 through downtown San Mateo. The noise levels and horribly negative visual impact will render what is currently a
thriving and upcoming community unlivable.

1 would prefer to not have HSR in CA due to the large cost, the limited benefit, and the size of CA’s current debt. Instead, 1044-2
focus the efforts on improving local transportation and allow the CalTrain improvements without the involvement of High i
Speed Rail.

Warm Regards,

- Anne Brocchini, MBA, MPH
1110 S B St

San Mateo, CA

94401

(650) 571-7070
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Response to Letter 1044 (Anne Brocchini, April 27, 2010)

1044-1
The Authority disagrees with your statement. See Response to
Comment LO03-4.

1044-2
Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter 1045 (Anita King, April 22, 2010)

45

Kris Livingston

From: Anita King [kingsquiggs@sbeglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 10:32 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: San Mateo Section

My name is Anita King, I live at 426 East Bellevue Avenue San Mateo, and am deeply concerned on the
allernatives being considered for the High Speed Train, both in San Mateo, and Burlingame.

The only real option to be considered for High Speed Rail in a high density area like San Mateo or
Burlingame, is the Deep Tunnel Option, or the Covered Trench Option. Any other aliemative will render the
surrounding living areas uninhabitable.

An aerial elevation would become a place for down and outs to live, and any other undesirables, including 1045-1
drug dealers. Trash would be deposited there, graffiti scrawled, and light would be cut off to surrounding
buildings.

We live on Bellevue Avenue, which leads down to the beautiful San Mateo High School. How much better it
would be if students could walk down the road over a green area on top of a covered trench, or deep tunnel, than
walking under an aerial elevation that could house undesirables, trash, and graffiti.

Yours Sincerely,

Anita King
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Response to Letter 1045 (Anita King, April 22, 2010)

1045-1
Comments acknowledged.
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Comment Letter 1046 (Dee Harrell Mooring, April 20, 2010)

1046

Kris Livingston

From: Dee Harrell Mooring [dhmeoring@gmail com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2010 7:28 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

1 am writing to oppose the acquisition of property in San Mateo to accommodate the high speed rail or to build
a sound wall. T live on B Street between 13th and 14th Avenues. [ do not want to leave my neighborhood where
downtown and Caltrain are within walking distance.

T046-1

Not only does the loss of affordable housing need to be addressed, the loss of neighborhood and community [ 1046-2
will have a negative impact on Burlingame and San Mateo residents.

The acquisition of property along the tracks will eliminate housing for residents who walk to downtown San

Mateo so, wherever we would have to move, we would increase our vehicle use thereby increasing pollution 10463
and the greater use of parking in shopping areas. We also walk to the nearby train station. The same applies to
Burlingame.

A 40 foot sound wall will significantly decrease property values in these neighborhoods, separate the 1046-4
community, negatively impact access and function of Burlingame and San Mateo High Schools.

Taking a large swath of our communities so that a train can travel swiftly to southern CA will have a grossly 1046.5

negative impact on these Peninsula communities and neighborhoods. Please use the Amtrak right of way, not
the Caltrain right of way.

Dee Harrell Mooring
1327 South B Street
San Mateo, CA 94402
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1046 (Dee Harrell Mooring, April 20, 2010)

1046-1
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1046-2
See Standard Responses 6 and 7.

1046-3

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project-level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project-level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

1046-4

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as

requiring corrective work under CEQA. Noise was not one of those
topics. Please see Section 3.4 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.
The design of noise barriers appropriate for the proposed HST would
depend on the location and height of noise-sensitive buildings, as
well as the speeds of the trains. Noise barriers 8-10 ft tall could be
installed where speeds are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail noise
dominates). Higher noise barriers of 12-16 ft might be used to
reduce noise to taller buildings or where speeds are high in noise-
sensitive areas. In many locations, noise barriers could be installed
on one side of the track only because of the location and proximity
of noise-sensitive areas. In no location are 40-foot tall soundwalls
proposed or feasible to construct. More detailed consideration of
noise impacts and mitigation measures such as soundwalls or other
noise reducing measures will be included in project-level
environmental documents. See Standard Response 6.

1046-5
Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter 1047 (Peggy Bruggman, April 26, 2010)

1047
Kris Livi n
From: Peagy Bruggman [pbruggmani@sbeglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 :01 AM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: Assemblymember Ruskin@assembly.ca.gov, senator, simitiar ca.gov, Pegay 0
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

I live in the Redwood City neighborhood just north of Brewster on the east side of the railroad tracks. The
neighborhood is called "Mezesville" or "Centennial Neighborhood." Our homes and businesses are very close
1o the tracks and the impacts from high speed rail along the Caltrain alignment would have major and extremely
significant impacts on me and my neighbors. Having lived in the neighborhood for over twenty years, I feel
confident that I am a neighborhood expert with respect to the impacts of the project being considered along the

Caltrain alignment.
1047-1

The impacts to our neighborhood, which I believe have not been properly investigated or mitigated, include
unbearable noise from elevated tracks, increased dust which will harm plants, gardens, and other vegetation, a
"Berlin Wall" separating our neighborhood from the rest of Redwood City, and will turn our neighborhood into
a ghetto dominated by a towering structure. In addition, the proposed route will destroy numerous businesses
along Arguello (between Brewster and Whipple) that serve our neighborhood -- a Jaundromat, a grocery store
and Mexican restaurant and a rental center, to name a few.

The law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. 1
believe that the project should be redesigned to include measures that will achieve this goal or a different
alignment or project alternative chosen. I believe that the EIR should more thoroughly examine the possibility
of routing the HSR along the Highway 280 corridor or the Highway 101 corridor, or the possibility of ending
the HSR in San Jose. All of these routes would eliminate the terrible impacts on our neighborhood. In addition,
an underground alternative should be chosen for Redwood City and other neighboring cities, as opposed to the
elevated tracks now being considered. This too would eliminate the impacts on our community.

1047-2

I request that you revise the Draft EIR to include study of the alternatives outlined above.
Sincerely,

Peggy Bruggman

330 Alden Street

Redwood City, CA 94063

cc: State Senator Joe Simitian, Assembly Member Ira Ruskin

Page 16-147

L OHNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1047 (Peggy Bruggman, April 26, 2010)

1047-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

See Standard Response 3.
More detailed information and analysis of noise, air quality,

community, and business impacts and mitigation will be included in
project-level EIR/EISs.

As noted in Table 2.5-4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS (page 2-
43), the US 101 option was rejected from further consideration. As

shown in the table, principal reasons for rejection of these
alignments included construction, right-of-way, and environmental
concerns, particularly visual and land use (right-of-way acquisition)
impacts.

Also see Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3.

1047-2

Comment acknowledged. The Authority is aware of its obligations to
avoid and mitigate impacts and we believe this Revised Final
Program EIR complies with CEQA. Please see Standard Response 10
regarding the commenter's proposed alternatives. The selection of
the network alternative to connect the San Francisco Bay Area to the
Central Valley will be made the Authority board and the board will
consider all the alternatives discussed in the Program EIR.
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Comment Letter 1048 (Susan E. Lazear, April 21, 2010)

1048
Kris Livingston
—
From: Sue Lazear [slazear@earthlink. net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2010 2:56 AM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: Dee Harrell Mooring
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
To Whom it may concern
As a property owner of 5 units along B Street in San Mateo (at 13th and 14th Aves), | am very much opposed to the I 1048-1

discussion concerning the installation of a 40 foot sound wall along this portion of the Caltrain tracks. In addition, | do NOT
want to have my property, which has been in my family for over 40 years, to be taken from me to add to the existing line.  ]1048-2

Additionally, the tenants that | have in my properties would be displaced. Many of these families have been residents for
over 20 years and consider this their home. They walk to downtown and loss of this access would mean a complete
change in their lifestyle. Many are on fixed incomes and would not be able to find affordable housing that offers these
amenities.

1048-3

| would like to see the use of the Amtrak right of way be considered for this project. The current plan under review would | 1048-4
negatively impact the communities of both San Mateo and Burlingame.

Thank you.

Susan E Lazear
Property owner of:
1327 South B St
203 14th Ave

202 14th Ave
204 14th Ave
1407 South B St
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1048 (Susan E. Lazear, April 21, 2010)

1048-1

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Noise was not one of those
topics. Please see Chapter 3.4 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.
The design of noise barriers appropriate for the proposed HST would
depend on the location and height of noise-sensitive buildings, as
well as the speeds of the trains. Noise barriers 8-10 ft tall could be
installed where speeds are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail noise
dominates). Higher noise barriers of 12-16 ft might be used to
reduce noise to taller buildings or where speeds are high in noise-
sensitive areas. In many locations, noise barriers could be installed
on one side of the track only because of the location and proximity
of noise-sensitive areas. In no location are 40-foot tall soundwalls
proposed or feasible to construct. More detailed consideration of
noise impacts and mitigation measures such as soundwalls or other
noise reducing measures will be included in project-level
environmental documents.

1048-2

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has sought to utilize
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to

minimize environmental impacts. Aligning the HST system with
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the
project-level environmental process.

1048-3

See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1048-4

Amtrak currently does not serve the City of San Francisco but rather
travels in the east bay only. The proposed HST system would
provide direct service to northern California’s major hub airport at
SFO and major transit, business, and tourism center at downtown
San Francisco.
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Comment Letter 1049 (Cheryl Dean, April 24, 2010)

1049

Kris Livingston

From: Cheryl Dean [c.dean@rcn.com)

Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 3:05 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Arean to Central Valled Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

| am writing before 4/26/10 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities March 4, 2010

Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). | am a resident and a business owner on the Peninsula between San

Francisco & San Jose.

| am concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or elevated track 1049-1
design anywhere from San Jose to SF that the following items will be an issue: Eminent Domain Takings,
Suicides & Deaths, Arsenic, Children and Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts, Racial injustice and Civil Rights
Violation. In addition it will cause undo noise to my business and create loss and impact my home value. All
above concerns are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from SJ to SF or if HSRA riders exit at San
Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to S.F. (both | strongly suggest). 1045-2
Sincerely,

Cheryl Dean

1114/1116 S. B Street, San Mateo, CA (Home)

1117 S. B Street, San Mateo, CA (Work)
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1049 (Cheryl Dean, April 24, 2010)

1049-1

Comment acknowledged. The purpose of the Bay Area to Central
Valley Revised Final Program EIR is to approriately address the
environmental impacts of the alternatives. If the Authority Board
chooses to move forward with the high-speed train project in the
study area, it will consider the adoption of mitigation strategies to
address identified environmental impacts.

1049-2

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1050 (Anne Anderson, April 25, 2010)

1050

Kris Livingston

From: Anne Anderson [annerees@acl.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 &6:24 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: high speed rail

I've lived in Burlingame\San Mateo since 1946, I think the impact of this high speed rail
would impact in a negative way the health of the people and uglify the neighborhood...a step
in the WRONG direction!
Thanks for reading this. Anne

Anne Anderson
752 Occidental Ave.
San Mateo, Calif 94402

1050-1
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1050 (Anne Anderson, April 25, 2010)

1050-1

The commenter expresses concerns that the HST would impact
people's health in a negative way, but does not state how this would
occur. Several health-related topics were addressed at the program
level in the May 2008 Final Program EIR and in the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material, including noise and vibration, air quality,
safety, and hazardous materials. Additional analysis of these topics
will be included during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis.

Impacts to aesthetics and visual resources are discussed in Chapter
3.9 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR and in Chapter 2.4 of the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material. Chapter 3.9 identified potential
visual impacts of the HST including catenary, soundwalls, fencing,
electrical substations, overcrossings, bridges, tunnel portals, walls,
stations, and support facilities. As noted in Chapter 3.9, the

Authority is committed to working with local agencies and
communities during subsequent project-level environmental review
to develop systemwide design elements that draw from the best
practices worldwide and work at the project-level of design and
analysis to develop context-sensitive aesthetic designs and
treatments for HST infrastructure. Visual impacts will also be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.
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Comment Letter 1051 (Anna Kuhre, April 25, 2010)

1051

Kris Livingston
From: Anna Kuhre [akuhre@myastound.net]
Sent: Manday, April 26, 2010 10:459 AM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Fwd: HSR comments

Date: April _25__, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority

925 "L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramente, CA95814

Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov

Fax: (916) 322-0827

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

I am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments

to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft

Program Level EIR (EIR). |am a resident on the Peninsula

between San Francisco to San Jose, specifically, San Mateo.

1051-1

Deputy Director Jeffrey Barker encouraged citizens to respond on all

aspects whether they pertained to the revised sections or not.

if this project went back to the voters today, It would never pass. Here 10512

1

are my concerns:

1. HSR will divide San Mateo along ethnic and racial lines. Many poor
Hispanic, Afro-American and Asian families live in our North Central
Neighborhood. It will add at least 2 tracks to the existing 2 tracks used by
Caltrain and maybe more tracks if passing sidings are needed. If tracks
are elevated, this is a big change from the current ground level tracks and
would be like putting an elevated freeway through the center of San
Mateo. To avoid this, | want HSR and Caltrain tracks underground.

2. Many historic buildings along the rail line specifically on Rail Road
Avenue and East 3" Avenue (the old boarding house) will be destroyed by
temporary and permanent construction use. These historic buildings add
to our city and would devastate the character of our downtown forever.

3. The EIR and the AA offer no specific plan, leaving the public confused,
intimidated and forced to respond to vague options.

4. Inaccurate Ridership Projections. The figures have been adjusted so
many times, the public has lost confidence in the analysis process.

5. Overrun costs. No one believes that this project can be built for the
current projected estimates.

6.  Although Caltrain already runs through our downtown, the proposed
changes will be significant and harmful. Adding the HSR tracks, plus the
extra tracks Caltrain will need to keep running during construction, plus
running trains every 5 minutes, will harm how our downtown looks and
will dominate the landscape.

Please explain how you concluded that the visual impact of HSR on
our community will be "low."

1051-2
cont.

1051-3

1051-4

1051-5

1051-6

1051-7

%’ ALIFORNIA,
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Comment Letter 1051 - Continued

To avoid the problems indicated, you should do the following:

X Take this back to the voters.

1051-8
X Route the high speed train next to highway 101 or 280, which would
completely avoid the Caltrain corridor problems
X Stop the high speed train in San Jose and have people get onto Caltrain
bullet trains to reach San Francisco.
1051-9

I strongly recommend the abandonment of the entire project.

Very truly yours,

Anna Kuhre
200 West 3" Avenue

San Mateo, Ca 94402
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1051 (Anna Kuhre, April 25, 2010)

1051-1
Comment acknowledged.

1051-2
See Responses to Comment 1017-4 and 0O018-9.

1051-3

Comment acknowledged. The revised project description between
San Jose and Gilroy would not result in changes to the discussion of
cultural resources beyond what was identified in the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material related to Keesling's shade trees. The
analysis for cultural resources is included in the May 2008 Final
Program EIR, Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological
Resources. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA,
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of
potential mitigation measures. Specific resources within the Area of
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level
because the identification of potentially affected resources and
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location
and system design, and can only be done at the project level. See
Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L003-79.

1051-4

Please see Response to Comment L003-105 and Standard Response
2 regarding the tiered EIR process.

1051-5
Comment acknowledged. See Standard Response 4.

1051-6
The Authority disagrees with the comment.

1051-7

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary
system, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of
project-level EIR/EIS.

Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in the Final Program EIR, in
most locations the addition of two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-
way would result in a low impact while in some locations there would
be a high visual impact such as where vegetation and landscaping
would be removed, addition of pedestrian overcrossings, or where
the HST alignment would pass over roadways. However, overall the
visual impact was identified to be low. The March 2010 Revised
Draft EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way
acquisition would be required along the Caltrain corridor between
San Francisco and San Jose in some narrow areas. As part of the
follow-on preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort,
design variations may be applied to reduce some of the impacts to
properties and visual impacts.

1051-8

The state legislature and the voters of California can pass additional
legislation and measures.

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of 1-280
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered a
potential HST alternative along 1-280 between San Francisco and
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the
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Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process. The 1-280
alternative was screened out from further study in the program
environmental documents for practicability reasons. The Authority
and FRA revisited this alignment alternative as part of the
alternatives screening for the project level environmental
documents. The alternatives analysis affirmed the previous
conclusions that this alternative was not practicable.

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local

Response to Comments from Individuals

service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

1051-9
Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter 1052 (Nicole Blair, April 22, 2010)

1052
impacted in a negative way with construction sites ali along the corridor. There is also a plan for the Bay Meadows 1052-5
Kris Livingston redevelopment; the construction of that project should be phased so that it doesn't coincide with the construction of the cont.
rail alignment.
From: Blair Family [mrhobari@myastound. net]
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 9:.54 PM 6. Downtown:
Te: HSR Camments It is known that the right of way in the downtown area is very narrow. It would be a significant foss to the city and
Ce: sloftus@cityofsanmatea.org; Ipatterson@cityofsanmateo.org; barotle@cityofsanmateo org; communtiy to lose any of the business in the downtown area, especially Taibots Toyland store. That store has beena | 10526
il ityofsanmateo.org; rmoss@citye org; dim@cityofsanmateo.org: fixture in San Mateo since 1953 and is one of the last local non franchise toy stores around. To disrupt any of the
jmatthews@cityofsanmateo.arg X business that run along the rail alignment would hurt San Mateo economically and aesthetically. A tunnel alternative for | 1052-7
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments- San Mateo this part of the corridor is the only option to avoid hurting the businesses.
To Dan Leavitt ?\]ihcao”l; é?:i’r
X 231 Ramona Street
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the High Speed Rait Project Level Environmental Impact San Mateo, CA
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, in particular the San Mateo section. | live adjacent to the current Caltrain rail in 94401
San Mateo, north of downtown. Below | will list my comments and objections to the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised 650-685-1047
Draft Program EIR Material:
1. Lack of ification that the di i H
There was NO direct notification to the people who live near the Catltrain tracks that the EIR document existed and had a 10521

comment period of 45 days. No one from the Caltrain, HSRA or the city of San Mateo ever contacted us to let us know
that as property owners near the project site that our neighborhood and home could be greatly affected or at risk of fosing
our home to eminent domain. | only found out about this document by reading about it in the local newspaper recentty
and then attending a public meeting on the matter. | feel fortunate that | had enough time to make my comments.
However, our neighborhood was not properly notified and will lose the chance to be included in this public process of
making a comment on probably one of the most biggest construction projects of our lifetime. Our neighborhood will lose
out on community input as to how the HSR alignment will be designed. They will unfairly be denied that right.

2. My home:

| live at 231 Ramona St. in San Mateo, which is within 200 feet of the current Caltrain tracks that run north of downtown
San Mateo. What will happen to my home? What will happen to our neighborhood? How do | plan for our future with this
project looming and no answers to our questions about which alignment alternative will be used in our neighborhood? 10522
Please provide a more clear timeline in respect to property owners who live close to the current Caltrain right of way. Will
my house be taken or spared in eminent domain? Will you take my neighbor's house and will 1 live across the street from
an aerial viaduct? My obvious choice for rail alignment would be a deep tunnel or covered trench with parkitrail above it,
not CalTrain above it.

3. Aesthetics:

The possibility of having an elevated track or trench running through my neighborhood/street will greatly change the
aesthetics in a negative way. It will further divide the city into east being the poorest section and west being the richest. 1052-3
The visual character of most of the adjacent neighborhoods to the rail alignment will be affected in a negative way if there
is no consideration to putting the rail alignment underground or in a covered trench/tunnel. This can be an opportunity to
make San Mateo more walkable by putting the rails underground and planting a trail above it

4. Costs:
The state of California is broke and is laying off teachers and cutting budgets in every department. How can we justify
spending more money than what was alotted from Prop 1A and the Federal Stimulus of $2.25 billion on a project that 1052-4

doesn't seem feasible. The construction costs will continue to rise. Will the state run out of money before this project is
done? The money should be spent repairing the current transportation routes. Make I-5 better and our city's public transit
more efficient. Let's put money towards our children's education.

5. Construction:

How long will construction last? Will the construction happen in phases? Since | live across the street from the alignment,
how much construction and noise will we have to put up with? We have three small children whose health could be .
affected with the dust and pollution waste of a construction site. Wili we be compensated for living in a construction zone? 1052-5
Also, the tracks run all the way through the city from north to south and how will this affect traffic? The city will be greatly

1
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Response to Letter 1052 (Nicole Blair, April 22, 2010)

1052-1

The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest possible
notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and the prior
2008 Final Program EIR. Notification of both documents was
provided in newspapers including the San Francisco Examiner and
San Jose Mercury News and notices were distributed to city officials
and agencies as well as the general public. For the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material, the Authority distributed a Notice of
Availability and Notice of a Public Meeting postcard to over 50,000
individuals identified as part of on-going project-level engineering
and environmental studies. If the Authority proceeds with a network
alternative that involves Peninsula cities at the project level, the
Authority will continue its efforts at public outreach along the
Peninsula.

1052-2

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors
to the greatest extent feasible to minimize environmental impacts.
Aligning the HST system with existing transportation corridors also
presents opportunities to minimize the need for private property
acquisitions in some areas. Specific property that may be necessary
to implement a particular project level alignment alternative will be
addressed during the project-level environmental process. See also
Standard Response 3.

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website.

1052-3

The alignment depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR through this
neighborhood would run at the same grade as the existing Caltrain
tracks north of Monte Diablo Avenue. The same streets that cross
under the Caltrain tracks would cross under the Caltrain/HST tracks,
maintaining the same connections between east and west parts of
San Mateo.

1052-4

Comments acknowledged. For more information on the funding plan,
please see the Authority's Business Plan.

1052-5

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those
topics identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton
litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction
impacts was not one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR,
Chapter 3.18, describes construction methods and typical impacts.
Mitigation strategies were discussed under the various topics in
Chapter 3 of the Final Program EIR. More detailed impact analyses
related to HST system construction including trackway, stations,
maintenance facilities, transmission lines, staging areas, and other
project elements will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis, when more detailed design, location, and phasing/duration
information will be available for the selected HST alignment. The
Authority would work with local agencies prior to and during
construction to minimize impacts on adjacent land uses.

1052-6
See Standard Response 6.

1052-7

The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to avoid
problems. The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench,
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tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded it's July
2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has
been carried forward into the project level alternatives screening. Greater
detail about tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can be
found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1053 (Bertha H. Sanchez, April 26, 2010)

1053

Kris Livingston

From: bsanchez398Gaol.com

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 4:55 PM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: ben_toy il.com, bsanct com; Ipatterson@cityc .00g
Subject: Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

April 28, 2010

Dan Leavitt, Caiifornia High Speed Rail Authority
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

First of all | would like to say that | am not against High Speed Rait (HSR) but the building needs to be done properly and

in a manner that is sensitive to the various neighborhoods and cities which will be affected. | am a long time resident of

North Central San Mateo in the City of San Mateo. | use to five on Railroad Avenue adjacent to the CalTrain tracks so |

am fully cognizant of the noise, dust and hazardous materials, safety concerns and aesthetics of anything built at grade, 10531
on berms, elevated or depressed going through a narrow right of way.

1. What study if any has been done on the materials used in the present day CalTrain tracks. Much of the rocks fining
the present track was made from serpentine rock and a lot of those kinds of rocks have asbestos in them

2. The EIR should include a study of the economic impact of any "taking of properties" especially in areas where the most 10532
economically and socially challenge people live. Has such a study been done? | don't believe the present EIR Material -
has fully studied this problem.

3. Has any studies been done on the actual ridership that will occur? Vague numbers are not good enough to justify the | 1053-3
cost of HSR from San Jose to San Francisco

4. A study should be done on the comparison of costs of ending the HSR at San Jose and then coupling cars with the

Baby Bullet Train to take the passengers to San Francisco VS the cost of tunneling through the most high density 1053-4
neighborhoods VS the affect and negative impact that elevated, depressed or berm tracks through the most narrow right

of way.

5. Safety concern is a major issue and more in depth study should be done. | 1053-5
6. Need more study on noise poliution, stirring up of hazardous materials and the aesthetics of elevated tracks, | 1053-6

7. Lastly, every effort should be made to” think out of the box" and look at all the new technology that has evolved since 1053-7
the concept of HSR was first broached years ago. :

These are my comments to be submitted in response to the Revised Draft Program EIR Materiai Comments

Respectfully submitted via e-mail.
Bertha H. Sanchez

15 No. El Dorado Street

San Mateo, CA. 94401
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1053 (Bertha H. Sanchez, April 26, 2010)

1053-1

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase 11
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety

Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1053-2
See Standard Response 7.

1053-3

The ridership forecasts were developed in a multi-year effort by
experts in the field of transportation demand modeling and overseen
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. See Standard
Response 4.

1053-4

See Standard Response 10 regarding the San Jose terminus options.
The splitting and joining trains of trainsets is discussed in Section
4.3.D of the 2008 Final Program EIR. For additional response on
“train splitting” see Comment Response 0012-27. The Authority
Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to
avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel,
aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded its July
2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile
alternatives has been carried forward into the project level
alternatives screening. The Authority will consider the comment as
part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.

1053-5

The HST project under consideration in the Program EIR includes
grade separations to fully separate the HST from local automobile
and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is therefore anticipated to
improve existing safety conditions in those areas like the Caltrain
corridor between San Francisco and San Jose that have current
problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due to auto/rail grade
crossings. The HST project also includes a fully access-controlled

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-163



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access controls on the HST
guideway, combined with the grade separation, are anticipated to
eliminate rather than increase the current condition on the Caltrain
corridor of easy pedestrian access to the rail tracks. The HST
system includes state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated
train control systems to minimize the potential for derailment. The
Authority would build upon the extensive experience of HST
operation in other countries. Future HST Operations Plans will
include emergency response measures. FRA regulations also
address safety concerns, and this system would comply with those
regulations. A System Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will
be prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals
and objectives.

1053-6
See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise, hazardous materials,
and aesthetic impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level
EIR/EISs. The vibration analysis at the project-level will include the
cumulative impacts of existing vibration sources (such as Caltrain)
and proposed vibration sources.

1053-7

As stated in Chapter 2.3.1 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material includes Section: “Since 1994, three planning and feasibility
studies and a statewide program EIR/EIS have been completed
under the direction of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), the former California Intercity High Speed Rail
Commission (Commission), and the Authority. The specific scopes of
work of the feasibility studies differed, but they all focused on
identifying potential HST technologies and corridors and broadly
evaluated their feasibility. The three feasibility studies culminated in
the Authority’s final business plan (Business Plan) for an
economically viable HST system that would serve major metropolitan
areas of California (California High-Speed Rail Authority 2000). Also,

Response to Comments from Individuals

in 1997, the FRA published High-Speed Ground Transportation for
America, a national study examining the commercial feasibility of
new high-speed ground transportation systems (Federal Railroad
Administration 1997). This commercial feasibility study uniformly
applied economic principles to weigh likely investment needs,
operating performance, and social benefits of different types of train
services in regional travel markets. The Authority followed these
principles and in the Business Plan defined a practical approach to
construct, operate, and finance an HST system that would yield solid
financial returns to the state and provide potentially dramatic
transportation benefits to all Californians. A preferred alignment and
potential station locations were selected for most of the proposed
statewide HST system as part of the final statewide program EIR/EIS
(California High-Speed Rail Authority and Federal Railroad
Administration 2005). However, between the San Francisco Bay
Area and Central Valley, a broad corridor was identified for further
evaluation.

The following Chapter 2.3.2 goes on to note: “...The HST Alternative
was the selected system alternative and was identified as the
environmentally preferred alternative under NEPA, as well as the
environmentally superior alternative under CEQA. To serve the
same number of travelers as the HST system was projected to carry
by 2020, California would have to build nearly 3,000 lane-miles of
freeway, plus five new airport runways and 90 departure gates at a
cost two to three times more than the HST Alternative. The
program EIR/EIS concluded that high-speed trains can decrease
dependency on foreign oil, preserve energy, decrease air pollutants,
and discourage sprawl while having less impact on the natural
environment than expanding highways and airports.”

As shown, the Authority has reviewed alternatives to HST
extensively.
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Comment Letter 1054 (Dorothy M. H. Chow, April 26, 2010)

1054

Kris Livingston

From: bsanchez3ig8@aol.com

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 342 PM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: Ipatterson@ecityofsanmateo.org; DMHChow@juno.com

Subject: Re: Bay Area to Central Valiey Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
April 26, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
025 "L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSA) March 4, 2010, Revised Draft Program
EIR. 1am a resident of North Central San Mateo. It is a neighborhood in San Mateo that will be most negatively impacted
by High Speed Rail (HSR) on the Peninsula between San Francisco and San Jose. 1054-1

1). Will property owners lose some of their property? We havehomes immediately adjacent to the narrow Caltrain tracks
on both the east and west side of the tracks.

2). What will happen to the Caltrain trestles in North Central? These are four trestles that are used daily by Caltrain 1054-2
They are considered historically important because they are the oldest working trestles in the United States

3). What will be done to remove hazardous material? Dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along the

Catrain tracks near San Mateo schools (and Burlingame High School in Burlingame) like San Mateo High School and 1054-3
Sunnybrae Elementary School.

4). How will you get a more accurate count of how many people will ride HSR? Build HSR from Los Angeles to San 1054-4

Jose; if the number of people riding it justifies the cost, then complete the project by deep tunneling to San Francisco.
Signed Dorothy M.H. Chow

223 So. Humboldt Street

San Mateo, CA. 94401

(This e-mail was sent on behalf of Dorothy Chow at her request by B. Sanchez)
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Response to Letter 1054 (Dorothy M. H. Chow, April 26, 2010)

1054-1
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

1054-2

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources
was included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12,
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources. Under Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the
procedures to be followed at the project level include identification of
resources, evaluation of their significance under the National
Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial
adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures.
Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be
done at the project level. See Standard Response 3 and Response
to Comment LO03-79.

1054-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified

hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase 11
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1054-4

The ridership and revenue modeling and resulting forecasts provide
an appropriate tool for the environmental analysis for which it has
been used. See Standard Response 4. The May 2008 Final Program
EIR analyzes a Pacheco Pass network alternative that would
terminate in San Jose. If the Authority Board selects the Caltrain
Corridor as part of the preferred network alternative, additional
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consideration will be given to profile variations that may reduce
impacts.
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Comment Letter 1055 (Nigel and Anita King, April 9, 2010)

055
Kris Livingston
From: Nigel King [nigel king@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, April 09, 2010 10:03 AM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: San Francisco to San Jose Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report Comments

Dear Sir or Madam,

My name is Nigel King. My wife's name is Anita King. We are residents of San Mateo, living on Easl Bellevue
Avenug, section 3.1 1 believe in your analysis, We have attended the workshops and information sessions that
have been run by the city of San Mateo regarding high speed rail. Tattended the Silicon Valley Engineering
Council banquet where the chief engineers for the project presented. We have also attended information
sessions run by citizens of Palo Alto. We are very active and engaged in the decision making process from the
community on this topic.

I cannot see in your analysis the reason for deep core tunneling being taken off the table for the sections in
which we live. This seems by far the least disruptive to the local community. Iam horrified to see that an
aerial viaduct is actually a proposal that remains on the table. While this may not be a physical barrier

in the community, it will certainly be a visible delineation and separation of the community. When we witess
what those structures have done to the communities on the east bay, it is a truly terrifying proposition to think
that we may find ourselves living in a ghetto. It will render the surrounding land useless. It will turn our
community into shanty town at best.

1055-1

1 would be very grateful for an understanding of why deep core tunneling was not even considered for this area.
We see this option was considered for much of the San Jose to San Francisco section.

Having been present at most of the workshops for San Mateo, I see that the local resentment for a physical
barrier has been registered in your analysis, but the opposition to an aerial viaduct has not.

Yours

Nigel and Anita King
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Response to Letter 1055 (Nigel and Anita King, April 9, 2010)

1055-1

The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to
avoid problems. The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3.
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Comment Letter 1056 (Beth A. Young, April 12, 2010)

1056
Kris Livingston 920 S. Ei Dorado Street
San Mateo, CA 94402
From: Beth Young [youngbeth2001@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 12, 2010 3:28 PM 12 April, 2010
To: HSR Comments ) i
Subject: My comment on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Dan Leavitt  [Sent by Email: comments@hsr.ca.doy (or) by FAX: 816-322-0827]
Attachments: HSRACommentLetter12apnl2010.pdf California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L. Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814
- aAppe r encelocsed o ~, 1117 or of A o © shrae
I’lt_as{' accept my enclosed comment as a concerned citizen and homeowner of San Mateo's Sunnybrac RE: Comments on Bay Area to Gentral Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
neighborhood.
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:
Sincerely, X . .
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
. Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Beth A. Young
[ live in San Mateo, California at the following address: 920 S. El Dorado Street. | have owned my home in this

pleasant neighborhood since 1996. One of the prime benefits is the proximity to downtown businesses. Our city
has continually improved the downtown experience since my arrival to San Mateo. The Caltrain station is one of
the beautiful improvements. it is open, safe, and a lovely addition to our downtown.

The Authority's proposed project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain
alignment would cause major and extremely significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, and to the
natural environment. | can assure you that | am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the
project you propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

Here, specifically, are the impacts that | personally know will ocour, unless an alternative route is chosen, or unless
the praject is modified in significant ways:

1t Is inconceivable fo me that aur city would be degraded by the imposition of an efevated track for high speed train
service! My son and I, along with many families, cross the Ninth Avenue tracks daily to enjoy our downtown. We
live two blocks east of the Ninth Avenue crossing. Caltrain is noisy enough with its service at a two block distance
and it is at ground level; just the thought of an efevated high speed rail roaring through our neighborhood rattles
my nerves and makes me fear for our safety. Our entire neighborhood that we love would be destroyed if this
project becomes reality!

Another real threat is to our safety around the Ninth Avenue crossing should there be an elevated train rail. The 1056-2

shelter that an elevated rail could provide to transients is distressing to me and my family. We would no longer
cross Ninth Avenue with relative ease.

Graffiti taggers would have a new canvas fo introduce visual blight in our lovely Sunnybrae neighborhood! Where 1056-3
tags exist, so do gangs. We love our neighborhood and its visual appeal. Graffiti is not art and gangs are not

welcomed herel

1 believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts | have

described above — and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the alignment you are 1056-4
proposing. Further, the faw requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest

degree feasible, You should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose

a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

| request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared to address my concerns and that you then recirculate such

a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank you for taking my comments and
concemns into account, as the California Environmental Quality Act requires.

SInc;rely, M
S O / Aty
Beth A. Young }/

1056-5
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Response to Letter 1056 (Beth A. Young, April 12, 2010)

1056-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website.

See Standard Response 3.

More detailed impact analyses will be conducted as part of the
project-level EIR/EISs for the alternatives carried forward, once
engineering and design has progressed to a point that will allow this
level of evaluation. More detailed information and analysis of noise,
visual, and community mpacts and mitigation will be included in
project-level EIR/EISs.

1056-2

An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and
objectives. The SSPP will include a Crime Prevention through

Environmental Design component in order to reduce opportunities
for violence and crime.

1056-3

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Operational, construction,
and maintenance impacts will be addressed as part of a project-level
EIR/EIS. Specific locations and the scale of impacts, such as graffiti,
will be further examined in detail at the project level because they
are a product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and
mitigation can only be done at the project level. Procedures for
maintaining the HST's infrastructure will be detailed in the project-
level EIR/EIS. Potential deterrents to graffiti could include
introducing vines to the concrete surfaces of columns and walls,
dense landscaping to obscure columns and walls, and maintenance
agreements to ensure the timely removal of any potential graffiti.

1056-4

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detalil in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1056-5

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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é.f;ff_‘?f!.‘f.’.ﬁ



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1057 (Mark and Ellen Kaufman, April 20, 2010)

1057

Kris Livingston

From: Ellen Kaufmann [elliek51@sboglobal net]

Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2010 8:44 AM

To: HSR Comments _

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

To Dan Leavitt,

We have been residents of Hayward Park in San Mateo for the past 32 years. This historic
neighborhood is known for its charm and beauty. The proposed high speed rail would destroy
all of the character of the area. We strongly oppose it !

Sincerely,

Mark & Ellen Kaufmann

124 Thirteenth Ave.

San Mateo

[057-1
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1057 (Mark and Ellen Kaufman, April 20, 2010)

1057-1

Comment acknowledged. The revised project description between
San Jose and Gilroy would not result in changes to the discussion of
cultural resources beyond what was identified in the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material related to Keesling's shade trees. The
analysis for cultural resources is included in the May 2008 Final
Program EIR, Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological
Resources. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA,

identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of
potential mitigation measures. Specific resources within the Area of
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level
because the identification of potentially affected resources and
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location
and system design, and can only be done at the project level.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1058 (Stephanie Saba, April 23, 2010)

1058

Kris Livingston

From: Stephanie Saba [stephaniesaba@sbeglobal net)

Sent: Friday, April 23, 2010 1146 AM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: Stephanie Saba

Subject: EIR for CA High Speed Rail Project: San Jose to San Francisco

To Who It May Concern:

1 have owned and live in a townhouse for over 9 years which is located at 2000 Palm Avenue at the corner of
Fast 20th Avenue in San Mateo, CA 94403. My home is half a block from the Caltrain tracks at the end of East
20th Avenue and 2 blocks from the Hayward Park Train Station. Due to the close proximity of my home to the
train tracks ] voted "no" on proposition B because I do not want High Speed Rail to run on the Peninsula tracks
due to the dense population located around the tracks.

1058-1

My personal experience with the train is as follows and leads to why 1 believe a high speed rail system will 0582
destroy the tranquility of all of the communities surrounding the tracks on the Peninsula unless excessive B
accommodations are made to all homeowners in the surrounding areas.

1) Vibration from Trains:

When the current Caltrain cars run on the current tracks, if I am laying in my bed which is on the second floor, 1
can feel my bed vibrate from the train passing by. Sometimes this vibration has woken me up and I have often
thought an earthquake was occurring only to realize it is a train passing by. If a high speed train was to pass by
the vibration would be much worse since it will be passing at a much higher speed. What accommodations have
you made to insure ny home and other homes along this corridor will not experience any vibration from the
high speed trains? If no accommodations have been made for vibrations from a high speed rail line then the
project will cause a lot of disturbance to myself and all other homeowners near the tracks.

1058-3

2) Noise from Trains:

The noise from the high speed rail is also of grave concern to me. My home has double-pane window which 1
installed 5 years ago but I can still hear the Caltrain cars and engines rumble by and the homs blow. What noise
impact will the high speed rail cause me? Since these trains will be moving at a much higher speed, it would
appear that the sound will further disrupt my privacy in my home. If this project goes through, it would seem
fair that you assist home owners like myself with upgrading to triple-pane windows at the High Speed Rail
Authorities cost and sound proof the walls of our homes.

1058-4

3) Visual & Noise Impact of Aerial Viaduct/Berm sections for Trains:

After viewing the "SF to SJ Preliminary Alternative Analysis" report, it appears that my neighborhood will 1058-5
include an "Aerial Viaduct/Berm" which I am opposed to, due to visual & noise impacts. Currently, while on
the second floor of my home I can see the top deck of the trains and can perfectly see the people sitting on the
top seats of the trains. If the tracks are further elevated this will make the whole train and all of the
passengers visible from my home and further compromise my privacy. 1 also believe the elevated track will 1058-6
cause the noise from the train to carry further and louder, rising above and unobstructed by the commercial
buildings in my neighborhood that currently block some of the sound.

4) Noise and debris from construction, modification to tracks: 1058-7

1

1t is unclear to me the amount of noise, dust and debris that will occur to modifications made to the train tracks
along the Peninsula but specifically in my neighborhood where an Aerial Viaduct/Berm section is proposed. I
hope that this has been taken into consideration and all construction will take place on Pacific Boulevard which
is a commercial area on the East side of the Train tracks (and not on the West side which is Leslie Street, closer
to my home).

5) Devaluation of my home:

With the concerns I have outlined above, I am also concerned about the further devaluation of my home which
has already been hit hard by the economic crisis. Has the High Speed Rail Authority taken into consideration
that modest income and many economically challenged families tend to live in the less desirable areas of cites
which are generally located near the train tracks?

What considerations have been made to improve our areas and not add to devaluing them? I would like to see
landscaping added to my neighborhood which is non-existent along the Caltrain property except for weeds that
grow our of control and turn brown and untamed during the warmer months. All of the Caltrain property along
the rail line should be landscaped with plants that are environmentally friendly and require low

maintenance. The High Speed Rail Authority should be responsible for beautifying all areas along the

tracks and maintaining it consistently. Beautifying the area along the train tracks would add value to my
neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Regards,

Stephanie C. Saba

2000 Palim Avenue, Unit 2
San Mateo, CA 94403
Tel: 650-330-6897

1058-7
cont.

1058-8

L OHNIA,

Page 16-175



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1058 (Stephanie Saba, April 23, 2010)

1058-1

Comment acknowledged. The 2008 Final Program EIR identified
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the
physical environment. The 21 network alternatives studied in the
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with
substantial project benefits. The EIR identified mitigation strategies
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected,
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives.

1058-2
See Standard Response 6.

1058-3
See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of vibration impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The vibration
analysis at the project-level will include the cumulative impacts of
existing vibration sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed vibration
sources.

1058-4

As discussed in the Response to Comment 1058-3, the HST
environmental document is a program-level document. More

detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will

be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The noise analysis at the
project-level will include the cumulative impacts of existing noise
sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed noise sources.

1058-5

As discussed in the Response to Comment 1058-3, the HST
environmental document is a program-level document. More

detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will

be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The noise analysis at the
project-level will include the cumulative impacts of existing noise
sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed noise sources.

1058-6

As discussed in Response to Comment 1058-4, more detailed
information and analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will be
included in project-level EIR/EISs. This analysis will identify the
location and severity of impacts and will consider intervening
structures (or lack thereof) with the project.

1058-7
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.

1058-8
See Standard Response 6 regarding property value.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1059 (Ben Toy, April 26, 2010)

1059

Kris Livingston

From: Ben Toy [ben.toy@gmail. com]

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 2:36 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Date: April 26, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA5814

Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov

Fax: (916) 322-0827

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program Level EIR (EIR). | am a resident on the Peninsula between San Francisco to San Jose,
specifically, San Mateo

Here are my concerns:

1)

| am worried about noise and vibrations. With the proposed train scheduled (200 trains a day), and the expected noise "decibel”
levels for steel on steel wheels at 125 mph (93 dBA), the noise and vibrations will increase significantly and cause problems
throughout the Peninsula. With an elevated design, the noise will no longer be shielded some what by the street level buildings,
trees, etc, but will become a direct path to all of us on the Peninsula

Please analyze and describe how this will be midigated.

2,

HSR will divide the whole Peninsula. It wilf add at feast 2 tracks to the existing 2 tracks used by Caltrain and maybe more tracks if
passing sidings are needed. If tracks are elevated, this is a big change from the current ground level tracks and would be like putting
an elevated freeway through the center of Burlingame. Further it would divide the high school and recreation facilities from the
residents on the west side of the tracks, divide our downtown from east side residents, and divide east and west side residences.
To avoid this, | want HSR and Caltrain tracks underground {tunneled, not depressed and covered)

3)

Although Caltrain already runs through our neighborhood, the proposed changes will be significant and harmful. Adding the HSR
tracks, plus the extra tracks Caltrain will need to keep running during construction, plus running trains every 5 minutes, plus adding
high electrical poles and wires, will harm how our neighborhood looks and will dominate the landscape. There will be business lost
during the construction and lost forever. Business will be forced to close due to that lost business. Other ways this will hurt my
area's look and feel.

Please explain how you concluded that the visual impact of HSR on our community will be ‘low’.

4)
| request a specific analysis of how noise, vibrations, construction and train operations will affect afl the schools along the Peninsula
and its students and fearning environment.

Burlingame High School closed their front entrance for about 2 years due to the discovery of arsenic. | am concerned that the whole
Caltrain track has this potential risk. Also found that Serpentine Rock was a common media for gravel used on rail road tracks.
Serpentine rock contains asbestos and if disturbed, it will release asbestos into the air.

1

1059-1

1059-2

1059-3

1059-4

Please ensure that any noise impacts on each classroom in this school comply with American National Standards Institute $12.60
Classroom Acoustics Standard and hire an acoustical consultant and ensure that noise levels not exceed 35 dBA in an empty
classroom.

Please ensure that the noise, construction, pollution and other impacts of HSR do not violate the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) and ADA Accessibility Guidelines as applied to school students with hearing, respiratory and other disabilities.

Please investigate and insure that these harmful materials are NOT present and will NOT be disturbed during any HSR construction.

To avoid the problems indicated. you should:
[J Put the high speed train in a tunnel.
[ Route the high speed train next to highway 101 or 280, which would completely avoid the Caltrain corridor problems.

[J Stop the high speed train in San Jose, continue the HSR trains on the Caltrain rails at bullet train speeds to reach San Francisco.

Very truly yours,

Ben Toy
522 North Idaho Street
San Mateo, California 94401

CC!

State Assemblymember Jerry Hill,

Mail: 19th District, 1528 S. El Camino Real,

Suite 302, San Mateo, CA94402

Fax: (650) 341-4676

Email Marc Hershmann, Field Representative in San Mateo, Marc.Hershman@asm.ca.gov

State Senator Leland Yee
Mail: District 8, 400 South EI Camino Real, Suite 630, San Mateo, CA 94402
Email to Dan Lieberman, District Representative for Millbrae and South, Dan. Lieberman@sen.ca.gov

State Senator Joe Simitian, 11th District, Member, Budget subcommitiee on Resources, Environmental Protection,
Energy and Transportation, Member, Committee on Transportation and Housing

Mail: 160 Town & Country Village, Palo Alto, CA94301

Fax: (650) 688-6370

Emait:Senato:

an@sen.ca.gov (emails are sent to transportation staffers in Palo Alto and Sacramento

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Mail: 12" Congressional District, 400 S. El Camino Real, Suite 750, San Mateo, CA 94402

Email: Margo Rosen, District Director for San Mateo office, margo.rosen@mail.house.gov
2

1059-4
cont.

1059-5
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Comment Letter 1059 - Continued

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Mail: State Capitol Building, Sacramento, CA95814, Fax: 916-558-3160
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer

Mail Att: Hilary Pearson, Field Representative for San Mateo County,1700 Montgomery Street, Ste 240, San Francisco,
CA 84111

FAX: 202-224-0454 (reroutes to SF office)

U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein

Mail Att: Christine Epres, Field Representative, 1 Post Street, Ste 2450, San Francisco, CA94104 Fax to: (415) 393-0710

State Senator Alan Lowenthal, 27th district, Member, Budget subcommittee on Resources, Environmental Protection,
Energy and Transportation, Chair, Committee on Transportation and Housing

Email to Mark Pulido, District Director, Long Beach Mark.Pulido@sen.ca.gov
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1059 (Ben Toy, April 26, 2010)

1059-1
See Response to Comment 1002-2 regarding noise and vibration.

1059-2

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has received a number of
comments expressing concern over the impacts of the HST being
placed an elevated structure. The Authority is evaluating multiple
profile alternatives at the project level including at-grade and below
grade alternatives (trench and tunnel) in addition to an aerial profile.

1059-3

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Operational and
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST
trains to the Caltrain corridor, Caltrain service, HST catenary
system, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of
project-level EIR/EIS. The Authority Board committed in July 2008
to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Responses 3
and 6.

1059-4

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Section 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

Site specific noise, air quality, and accessibility impacts during
construction and operation of the HST to sensitive receptors such as
schools, will be part of subsequent project-level environmental
documents. The Authority will consider the comment as part of the
project-level EIR/EIS processes.

1059-5
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1060 (Brian Barron, April 25, 2010)

Tkl

Kris Livingston

From: Tricia Toomey [ttoomey@eityofsanmateo.org)

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 4:12 PM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: b 1804@hotmail. com

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

1 am forwarding you an email the City of San Mateo received from a resident containing comments on the revised draft
program level EIR.

Thank you.

Tricia Toomey

City of San Mateo
Department of Public Works
330 W. 20th Avenue

San Mateo, CA 94403

T: (650) 522-7327

F: (650) 522-7301

From: Brian Barron [mailto:bb1804@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2010 2:52 PM

To: City Mgr

Subject: "HSRA" 123 12th ave Brian Barron

Dan Leavitt , California High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L” Street , Suite 1425

Sacramento , CA (5814

4-25-2010

Dear Mr Leavitt,

I am writing before April 26™ 2010 , to officially submit my comments and concerns to the High Speed Rail
Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. I am a resident between
San Francisco and San Jose and my family and I are greatly concerned about HSRA's proposed actions.
Your EIR at page 5-2 states * Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights of way include Millbrae,
San Mateo , Redwood City , Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these
locations the PCIPB right -of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks
and at the program level would result in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional
adjacent property at various locations between San Francisco and San Jose". At Pages 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-
11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that netween San Francisco and Lick..... although property
acquisitions would be required for a 4 -track-grade alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-
way” and references now that “heritage Trees” would need to be taken through eminent domain. Pg 7-9 1060-1
refers to considerable Numbers of organizations , agencies , and individuals who have expressed concern
regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and Page 7-22 refers to " considerable city and
community concern regarding for implementation of HST along the Peninsula overall” and Page 7-24
refers to ™ potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor inciuding ; alignment , environmental
consequences , local growth , station planning and land use as well as Noise , vibration, biological and
cultural resources.

My family and I are concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if
the HSRA selects a street level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF . It may effect
Myself, children or Grand children & noise/sound/vibration impacts on the quality of life of the Hayward
park and adjacent Neighborhood of San Mateo.

My Family has lived in this location since 1995. We have enjoyed a neighborhood of walkers and people
who enjoy walking and meeting eachother. Our house has overgone many refinances to better the
property and add a second story additon to the house because of this wonderful location. We have
enjoyed seeing our hard work and sweat equity evolve our home into one of the most sought after
properties in the most sought after areas in San Mateo, We have seen a history of multiple offers on our
properties in the Hayward park region and have reflected back at what a great location and purchase my
family and I did way back in 1995,

An example of impact: In 2010 the Caltrain people changed the horn format on the trains and reduced our
neighborhood onto a noisy undesirable place to live in which people and myself could not sleep with the
new sound placement and volume of the horns on the Caltrain. After plenty of complaints and phone calls

the Caltrain people finally put the train horns under the train and adjusted the volume to solve the 1060-1
problem. This is just an exampie of how easy our neighborhood and my family can be negatively effected
due to change on the track region. I lost plenty of sleep from this small event. And would not have
purchased the house if this were in effect when purchasing the house.

cont.

Mr Leavitt... do you think this wonderful neighborhood of expensive houses can go through the
construction project, then endue a speeding mass of metal screaming through our neighborhood with
speeds of up to 150 MPH?.Without being impacted negatively ? Without our home values dropping madly.
We have a small neighborhood park at the end of our street. I can't believe it could possibly be removed
and replaced with a sound wall or double row of 12 foot high razor wire fencing to prevent a terrorist
attack. The random movement of air molecules from a speeding train would have a huge effect on sound
and where it goes. Nobody could predict where it would be the worst if a sound wall were used. In fact the
only viable solution is a tunnel. . Have you seen the effects of a simple freeway on neighborhoods home 1060-3
values and quality of life? I live less than a mile from Highway 101 yet my home goes for $300,000.00 to
$500,000.00 dollars more for the equivalent size home on an even larger lot nearer the sound wal! and
freeway.

I live in a special neighborhood where our home values have always sustained and even risen in value
even in recession years. Not to mention the great quality of life. In fact it was my personal goal to live in
this neighborhood upon viewing it in the mid 1980's .

It is your proposal to have these trains at grade or approximately grade level run by my home and 10604
neighbors home. I would like for you to consider a tunnel under the existing Caltrain tracks with perhaps a
park type of bicycle path with trees and activities linking thees towns together the way they should be. Put
the train underground and be a hero to San Mateo. Our City deserves it.. My neighborhood deserves it ,
and my family definitively deserves this.

Please put me on your e-mail listing for future communications regarding this project. Thank you for your

time. bb1804@hotmail.com or 650-341-2683

1060-2

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs Brian Barron
123,12 th Ave

San Mateo, CA 94402.
Sunday 4-25-2010

The New Busy is not the old busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Get started.

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1060 (Brian Barron, April 25, 2010)

1060-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website.

See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise and community
mpacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.

The HST system will need to be completely grade separated on the
peninsula corridor, eliminating both the train horn noise and the bell
noise from the grade-crossing protection devices. See Standard
Response 6 regarding property values.

1060-2

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public parks and recreation
was not one of those topics. Parks and recreational issues are
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
analyses related to impacts on recreational resources, including the
proposed park at Alma Plaza, during construction and operation will
be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more
detailed design and location information will be available. See
Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration, and Chapter 3.9, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, regarding impacts and mitigation strategies. See
also Standard Response 3.

1060-3

More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The noise
analysis at the project-level will model future noise conditions with
the project, and with any proposed mitigation. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008
program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives
has been carried forward into the project level alternatives
screening. Greater detail about tunnel and trench options being
considered in preliminary alternatives screening for project-level
environmental documents can be found on the Authority's website.
See also Standard Responses 3, 5, and 6.

1060-4
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1061 (Joanne Bennett, April 25, 2010)

1061

Kris Livingston

From: joanne bennett [|_bennett_17@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 4.01 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Fw: BAY AREA TO CENTRAL VALLEY REVISED DRAT PROGRAM EIR MATERIAL
COMMENTS

Attachments: Scan.POF

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
Attached is my comments in word document regarding the above subject.

Joanne Bennett

April 25, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 “L.” Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov

Fax: (916) 322-0827

RE: Bay Area to Central Valiey Revised Draft Program EIR Material
Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before the deadline of April 26, 2010 to officially submit my
comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft
Program Level EIR. I am a resident and homeowner on the Peninsula that lives
within a mile of the rail corridor in San Mateo.

My concerns are as follows:

Health: Iam concerned of possible health issues especially for residents that
live in close proximity to the rail corridor. It is a well know fact that serpentine
rock has been used to make gravel which is used all along railroad tracks.
Serpentine rock has been known to contain asbestos.

Once construction starts how will the dust from this gravel be
contained?

What precautions will HSR take during construction to eliminate
possible asbestos exposure to residents which include many elderly
and young children that live close to the corridor?

1 assume there will be pile driving. What health issues will this aiso present
during construction to people’s health? Also the following schools are within two
blocks of the rail corridor: San Mateo High School and College Park Elementary
not to mention the many other schools in San Mateo that are close by such as
Sunnybrae Elementary and Fiesta Gardens Elementary.

1061-1

1061-2

1061-3

%" AL O,

Page 16-182



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1061 - Continued

Powerful new electrical poles and wires will be needed to run the high speed 1061-4 Put the high speed train in a tunnel or covered trench or stop the high
trains. I am concerned about the health effects of electromagnetic fields on speed train in San Jose and have passengers get onto Caltrain bullet
people that live close by. How will you mitigate these effects? trains to reach San Francisco. 1051-8
cont.

Is saving 30 minutes really worth the BILLIONS that will be spent?
Noise Issues & Vibrations: I am concerned about noise issues and vibrations.
With the proposed train scheduled (200 trains a day), and the expected noise Sincerely,
“decibel” levels for steel on steel wheels at 125 mph (93dba), the noise and o —
vibrations will increase significantly and cause problems at the following locations (__//,{;@/ZW
in my neighborhood of North Central in San Mateo: 1061-5
Railroad Ave. Tilton Ave. Monte Diablo Ave. E. Santa Inez, Poplar Ave. North & Joanne Bennett
South Claremont, E. Bellievue, Villa Terrace, Delaware St. and Peninsula Ave. 837 North Idaho Street
etc. these are all streets within a block from the corridor. San Mateo, CA 94401

i bennett 17@yahoo.com
Please analyze and describe how noise levels will increase at these
locations. cc: City of San Mateo

Mayor & Councilmembers

Asthetics: Elevated tracks with wires will have a tremendous impact on our
neighborhood. Having a raised aerial viaduct will further divide our State Assemblymember Jerry Hill
neighborhood from the East to the West. Elevated tracks will be like putting a
freeway where there used to be just 2 ground level train tracks. BIG difference! State Senator Leland Yee
Columns supporting the railway will attract graffiti and cause blight. The end Congresswoman Jackie Speier
result will be an environment that is dark and attracts more crime and will result
in reduced property values. 1061-6 Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Please explain how you conclude that the visual impact of HSR on our US Senator Barbara Boxer
community will be “low"”.

US Senator Diane Feinstein
Who will be responsible for maintaining and making sure the area
below possible elevated tracks does not become blighted?
Quality of Life: Where people live matters and I have very real concerns
that uniess this project is tunneled thru North Central San Mateo other than just
downtown it will have a very serious effect on our quality of life not to mention 1061-7
lower property values on most people’s biggest asset. There is no doubt
that all the above points if not met will lower our quality of life in our
neighborhoods and in our city.

1061-8

To avoid the problems indicated, you should:

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1061 (Joanne Bennett, April 25, 2010)

1061-1

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of

contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1061-2
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.

1061-3
See Response to Comment 1028-11.

1061-4

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of 1-280
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central
Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered a
potential HST alternative along 1-280 between San Francisco and
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the
Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process. The 1-280
alternative was screened out from further study in the program
environmental documents for practicability reasons. The Authority
and FRA revisited this alignment alternative as part of the
alternatives screening for the project level environmental
documents. The alternatives analysis affirmed the previous
conclusions that this alternative was not practicable.

1061-5

See Response to Comment 1002-2 regarding noise and vibration.
Also see Standard Response 5.

1061-6

The visual assessment in the 2008 Final Program EIR considered the
relative impacts along the entire Caltrain corridor. For the majority of
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the corridor, the HST would have a low visual impact. A detailed
impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the Caltrain
corridor will be undertaken as part of project level engineering and
environmental analyses. Operational, construction, and maintenance
impacts will be addressed as part of a project-level EIR/EIS. Specific
locations and the scale of impacts can be further examined in detail
at the project level because they are a product of the HST system
design, and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the
impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at
the project level.

Procedures for maintaining the HST's infrastructure can be detailed
in the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential deterrents to graffiti could
include introducing vines to the concrete surfaces of columns and
walls, dense landscaping to obscure columns and walls, and
maintenance agreements to ensure the timely removal of any
potential graffiti.

1061-7

The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to
avoid problems. The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 6.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1061-8

Please see Standard Response 10. The Authority acknowledges that
it must, and fully intends to, give fair consideration to all of the
information in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the 2010 Draft and Final
Revised Program EIR Material, and the entire record, including public
comment, before it makes a new decision.
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Comment Letter 1062 (Rebekah and Thomas Butler, April 24, 2010)

1062
Kris Livingston
From: Bird Bride [birdbride@yahoo.com] Here, speciﬁcla.lly,‘are the illlp?cls 1h§l we personally know will occur, unless an alternative route is chosen, or
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 12:13 AM unless the project is modified in significant ways:
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Comments on California High Speed Rail's Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program 1062-2
EIR
« The high speed rail will contribute significant noise to the neighborhood: construction noise in the short-
Rebekah and Thomas Butler term and ongoing train noise by significantly increasing the number and speed of trains running through
the neighborhood;
171 14" Ave. o Unless it is undergrounded from downtown San Mateo all the way South to at least State Highway 92
the high speed rail will have a significant, negative visual impact on the neighborhood. If it is not
San Mateo, CA 94402 undergrounded, the addition of two rail lines and the possible elevation of the rails for the high speed 1062-3
trains, Caltrain, and the freight trains would be devastating to our visual, auditory, and community
environment and sensibilities;
o The rail will pose a danger to our community by running at speeds up to 120 miles per hour through our L0624
April 24, 2010 dense residential neighborhood, comprising homes, daycares, senior centers, community parks,
preschools, and schools;
« The construction of the rail will increase diesel emissions, increase traffic, decrease access to our
community, and stir up dust and toxics (many left in the soil by Caltrain in an attempt to kill weeds and  |1062-5
Dan Leavitt, via Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov pests, and from particulate matter deposited by" years of the trains’ diesel fumes) and pose significant
environmental health dangers to us and our children; and
SRR . . «  Despite the many assertions of the High Speed Rail authority, this project also will not be an effective or
California High-Speed Rail Authority efficient way to mitigate or reduce carbon emissions from Californians’ transportation needs. If the
§ . < exact same amount of money (or less!) were applied to expanding and enhancing the Jocal and regional
925 L Street, Suite 1425 public transportation services in the Bay Arca and Los A cs Basin to allow the millions of daily car
. commuters to take efficient public transportation to and from work and their quotidian activities, the net
Sacramento, CA 95814 carbon savings per dollar spent would be much higher than making a marginal carbon emission 1062-6
reduction on an avoided car or plane trip between the two regions. Daily driving is the largest -
contributor to California’s carbon emissions, and as a percentage of miles driven, trips between Los
- . Angeles and the Bay Area are insignificant. Most of that carbon is emitted in the less than or equal to 40
RE: Comuents on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR mile round trips that people make to work each day. Finally, the carbon emissions and energy embodied
in constructing this enormous infrastructure project must honestly be taken into account in any lifecycle
carbon accounting for the project. Taken together, this project will not be an efficient carbon mitigation
mechanism.
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:
Hayward Park is an old neighborhood where many of us live because it has access to local and regional public
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the transportation, as well as national and international transportation. Our family uses Caltrain to get to/from
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Arca. work, with one of us travelling North and the other South. We walk or bicycle downtown for our shopping and
entertainment needs, and two take our toddler to the park and classes. This lifestyle embodies the vision of
smart, transit-oriented development of a transportation corridor where people can live near amenities and
. minimize the use of cars. However, if the high speed rail comes through our community and is not 1062-7
We live in the Hayward Park community of San Mateo, at 171 14" Avenue, San Mateo. Our home is roughly undergrounded, or the environmental, ambient, and community impacts are not otherwise thoroughly mitigated,
100 yards from the current railroad tracks used by Caltrain and Union Pacific. The Authority’s proposed 1062-1 we and others will leave the neighborhood, not only in this community but throughout the Peninsula, for our
project design and the routing of the proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause communities will absorb all of the negative externalities of long-range transit projects with none of the positive
major and extremely significant impacts to us, our family, our neighborhood, and to the natural environment. effects and will thus become environmental wastelands. Such an occurrence would set back the vision of
We can assure you that we are “neighborhood experts” with respect to the real impacts of the project you transit-oriented development in a transportation corridor, and would create additional negative environmental

propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law requires.

impacts by reducing, rather than increasing, the number of people who want to live near densely developed
downtowns and public transportation.

L OHNIA,
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Comment Letter 1062 - Continued

We believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts

we have described above — and not only in our neighborhood, but in all similar neighborhoods along the

alignment you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these

impacts fo the greatest degree feasible. First and foremost, the project must be redesigned (o be undergrounded
throughout the residential neighborhoods in the community — including all the way South from downiown San | 1062-8
Mateo 1o State Highway 92. If part of the train will be aligned even partially at grade through Hayward Park, a
discrete sound wall accompanied by attractive landscaping to integrate it to the community absolutely must be
designed to help mitigate noise, visual and safety impacts. Even a sound wall would be Balkanizing to our
community, however, and an elevated alignment would be nothing short of devastating to the local environment

and simply impossible to mitigate.

We request that you revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address our concerns, and that you then
recirculate such a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank you for taking our
comments and concerns into account, as the California Environmental Quality Act requires.

1062-9

Yours truly,

Rebekah Saul Butler

Thomas B. Butler
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1062 (Rebekah and Thomas Butler, April 24, 2010)

1062-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1062-2

See Response to Comment 1031-2 regarding noise and vibration.
Also see Standard Response 5.

1062-3

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the physical
environment. The Final Program EIR identified mitigation strategies
to address these impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In addition,
the Final Program EIR discloses that regardless of alternative
selected, significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated,
though the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives. Accordingly, a change in the alternative selected would
reduce or eliminate impacts to views along a particular alignment but
would not eliminate altogether the impacts of constructing and/or
implementing the HST system.

Refer also to the 2008 Final Program EIR, Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 3
of 6. The HST alignment through the Hayward Park station at the
program level is shown as at-grade. The alignment would rise to a
retained fill to pass over the succession of streets in downtown San
Mateo. Through the Hayward Park neighborhood, the HST could
most likely be screened from the neighborhood by a landscaped
sound wall, as noted in your comment letter. The elevation of the
railway and the design of the grade separations in downtown San
Mateo can be determined in the project-level EIR/EIS, where greater
input from the community and stakeholders can guide detailed
engineering designs, including mitigations for the concerns listed by
the commenter.

1062-4
See Response to Comments 1005-7 and 1006-8.

1062-5
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.

1062-6

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. Note that the California Air Resources
Board has identified the high-speed train system as "part of the
statewide strategy to provide more mobility choice and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions." (ARB, Climate Change Scoping Plan, p.
56.) Transportation improvements can be costly, whether for a new
or expanded airport, a new or expanded freeway, or a hew or
expanded rail system.

For the 2005 Statewide Program EIR, the Authority and FRA
evaluated a “modal” alternative—a combination of air and highway
expansions—with the HST alternative. As noted in the Record of
Decision for the 2005 Statewide Program EIR, the analysis in the
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Statewide Program EIR confirms that the capacity of California’s
intercity transportation system is insufficient to meet existing and
future demand, and the current and projected future congestion of
the system will continue to result in deteriorating air quality, reduced
reliability, and increased travel times. The state’s intercity
transportation system has not kept pace with the tremendous
increase in the population and tourism in the state. The evaluation
in the Statewide Program EIR indicates that the Modal Alternative,
improvement to existing highway and air modes of intercity travel,
would help meet projected needs for intercity travel in 2020, but
would not satisfy the purpose and objectives of the program as well
as the HST alternative. In addition the capital cost of the Modal
Alternative would be over two times the estimated capital cost of the
HST Alternative, and the Modal Alternative would have considerably
less sustainable capacity than the HST Alternative to serve
California’s intercity travel needs beyond 2020. The evaluation in
the Statewide Program EIR further indicates that the HST Alternative
is more effective in meeting the program objectives within the time
frame needed and would result in fewer adverse impacts than the
Modal or No Project Alternatives.

Implementation of HST would result in energy savings, air quality
improvement and transportation capacity improvements, as
compared to the No Project Alternative. In addition to meeting the
program objectives, HST would also provide environmental benefits
in the form of increased efficiency in energy use for transportation,
decreased energy consumption [e.g., oil fuels consumption],
improved air quality, improved travel conditions (including mobility,
safety, reliability, travel times, and connectivity and accessibility) and
reduced vehicle-miles-traveled for intercity trips. Given the
environmental benefits it would provide and relative potential for
adverse environmental impact, the HST Alternative is the
environmentally preferable alternative. (Federal Record of Decision
on Statewide Program EIS.)

Also refer to Chapter 2.5, Energy, in the 2008 Final Program EIR for
a discussion of the construction energy required at the program-level
for the project. Energy savings resulting from operation of the HST

Response to Comments from Individuals

would repay the construction energy over a short period of time.
Project-level analysis would include detailed construction staging,
sequencing, methods, and practices to support a quantitative
analysis of construction energy consumption.

1062-7

Comment acknowledged. The 2008 Final Program EIR identified
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the
physical environment. The 21 network alternatives studied in the
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with
substantial project benefits. The EIR identified mitigation strategies
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected,
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives.

1062-8

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding Level of detail for impacts
analysis and mitigation. The Authority Board committed in July 2008
to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including property impacts, by considering trench, tunnel,
aerial, and at-grade alignments between San Francisco and San
Jose. Please see response to comment 1062 — 3.

1062-9

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-189



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1063 (Jeff Grabow, April 26, 2010)

1063

. Yours truly,

Kris Livingston
Jeff Grabow
From: Jeff Grabow |jdg33@yahoo.com] 116 11th Ave
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 8§:52 AM San Mateo, Ca
To: HSR Comments 04401
Subject: Extreme Displeasure with High Speed Rail Project-
Date
Dan Leavit
Sent Via Email comments@hsr.ca.gov
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
prepared on the Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area.
I live in Hayward Park in San Mateo, Ca at 116 11th Avenue.
1063-1

I voted against high speed rail from the start. It is ridiculous to spend billions of
dollars to link LA to the Bay Area when you can't get effective rapid transit that most
European or Asian countries enjoy. We need to focus on connecting the Bay Area within the
Bay Area and LA before we undertake a pork driven idea such as what is being undertaken.

1 am highly opposed to the Authority’s proposed project design and the routing of the
proposed High Speed Train along the Caltrain alignment would cause major and extremely
significant impacts to me, my family, my neighborhood, and to the natural environment. I can
assure you that I am a “neighborhood expert” with respect to the real impacts of the project
you propose, which impacts have not been properly investigated and mitigated as the law
requires.

1063-2

Here, specifically, are the impacts that I personally know will occur, unless an alternative
route is chosen, or unless the project is modified in significant ways:

Describe noise and vibration impacts 1063-3
Describe view impacts

Describe impacts on trees and other vegetation
Describe public safety dangers

DR

I believe the law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation
of the impacts I have described above - and not only in my neighborhood, but in all similar
neighborhoods along the alignment you are proposing. Further, the law requires you to

identify ways to eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You
should redesign the project to include measures to achieve that legal requirement, or choose |1063-4
a different alignment or project alternative that will have that effect.

I request you to revise the Draft EIR you have prepared, to address my concerns, and that you
then recirculate such a Revised Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public. Thank
you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as the California Environmental Quality
Act requires.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1063 (Jeff Grabow, April 26, 2010)

1063-1

This is not a comment on the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses
those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton
litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA. The purpose of
the project was not one of those topics. See Chapter 1, Purpose and
Need and Objectives, in the 2008 Final Program EIR.

1063-2

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is
acknowledged.

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were
not properly investigated. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad
level of detail.

1063-3

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the physical
environment. The Final Program EIR identified mitigation strategies
to address these impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In addition,
the Final Program EIR discloses that regardless of alternative
selected, significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated,
though the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives. Accordingly, a change in the alternative selected would

reduce or eliminate impacts to views along a particular alignment but
would not eliminate altogether the impacts of constructing and/or
implementing the HST system.

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an alternative route
or project modification is required to avoid public safety dangers.
Chapter 1 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR addresses safety for
major modes of transportation. The evidence shows that the fully
grade separated HST systems in Europe and Japan have the lowest
fatality rates (O fatalities) of all modes. The HST project under
consideration in the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR includes
grade separations that will eliminate existing at-grade crossings of
rail and local traffic. The HST project is therefore anticipated to
improve safety for pedestrians, automobiles, commuter rail, and
freight rail compared to existing conditions.

1063-4

The Authority disagrees. The current Revised Draft Program EIR
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA
compliance. The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review. The
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a
new program-level decision.

1063-5

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation. The Authority
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter 1064 (John Selig, April 2, 2010)

Apr 10 10 O0Z:20a Keelin Reeds Partners +1-650-475-4461 el
1064

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: _4/2/10___ S
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments(@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Drafi Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavit:

[ am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA)
March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). |am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between San
Francisco to San Jose,

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states; “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrag, Sap
Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the PCIPB
right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level would
resulf in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations between
San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that “Between San
Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade alignment in the more
narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to be taken through Eminent | 1064-1
Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to i number of izati agencies, and individuals who have expressed
concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to “considerable city and community
concern for implementation of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24 refers to “potential impacts along the
Caltrain Corridor includi i nvi ¢ ! local growth, station planning and land use as well
as noise, vibration, biological and cuitural resources.” I am concerned about the new sections of the EIR
because if HSRA selects a street-level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF

that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):
[ﬂ Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through

Eminent Domain, that T will Jose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and I will be evicted from my property against my will or
HSRA will close my business. I cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

[] Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail trains™
will be an atfractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level accidents
and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

O Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near these
tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones must be
zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

m Children & Noi: d/Vibration 1 there arc approxis Iy 20 or more schools located near Caltrain

tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1064-2
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration irpacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or study

due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

[ Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new immigrant
families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney 1o contest Eminent
Domain Condennation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been provided no
information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will create a “Berlin
Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

[ Additional Concerns/Comptaints:

**% All above-referenced concerns are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from S to SE, or if HSRA riders 1064-3
exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which 1 strongly suggest.)***

John Selig

NAME "* .
SIGNA E
317 Avila Road

ADDRESS
____San Mateo, CA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1064 (John Selig, April 2, 2010)

1064-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1064-2
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1064-3

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not

considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1065 (Curt Lockton, April 1, 2010)

1065
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: \D
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 1o officially submit my comments 1o High Speed Rail Authorities
{HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). 1 am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Citics that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvaie. In these focations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to “considerable number of organizations, agencies, and
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg, 7-22 refers to | 1065-1
“ iderable city and ity concern for impl ion ofHSI along the Punmsu[a nvemll’ and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i nvil local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” I am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):

Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through

Eminent Domain, that I will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and 1 will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. I cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail

trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 1065-2
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.
Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
1065-3

these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

Children & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1065-4

afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest 1065-5
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been N

provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

Additional Concerns/Complaints:

*#% All above-referenced concerns are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from 81 to SF, or if HSRA 1065-6
riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which I strongly suggest.)***

Wik ‘ @(/‘d((/l/\
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1065 (Curt Lockton, April 1, 2010)

1065-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1065-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1065-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1065-4

See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.
Also see Standard Response 5.

1065-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1065-6

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to

Response to Comments from Individuals

investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1066 (Jamie Lockton, April 2, 2010)

1066
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: /P
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Commenis

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). [am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be iently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approxi ly 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain, Pg. 7-9 refers to iderable number of organizati agencies, and
individual d concern potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor™ and pg. 7-22 refers 1o
k ion of HST along the Peninsula overail” and pg. 7-24
: ali i ] focal

whao have garding

| city and ity concern for imp
refers to “potentinl impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” T am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):
.~ Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and 1 will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. 1 cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.
e Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail

trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level
accidents and 150 mph trains, This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

tudi

o~ Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near

these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.'s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

1066-3

Children & Noise/S Vibration there are approxi Iy 20 or more schools located near Caltrain

trcks { b San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.} from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1066-4
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

o~ Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant fami residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney 1o contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1066-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall" separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights vioiation.

Addi Concer lai
== All ab i d are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from 5J to SF, or if HSRA 1066-6
riders exit al San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which | stropgly suggest.)***
Jame Log
N
Jam Lockton : WL_
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1066 (Jamie Lockton, April 2, 2010)

1066-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1066-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1066-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1066-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1066-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1066-6

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential

Response to Comments from Individuals

impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ

Page 16-199



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1067 (Donna Black, April 3, 2010)

1 1067
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: _ . 4| = o (D
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). 1am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states; “Citics that are known to have narrow Caltrain rigjns-nr-my include Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, My in View and Sun In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wadc enough to accommodate all four mc‘ks :md at the program level
would result in the need 1o acquire up to app 10 acres of additi adjacent property at various locations

between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way™ and references now that "Hm'lage Trees” would need to 10671

be taken !hmugh Eminent Dclnnm Pg. 79 mﬁ:rs 1o “considerable number of izations, agencies, and
fividuals who have exp d concern 2 potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor™ and pg. 7-22 refers to
ble city and ity concern for i ,' ion of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor including; ali i | q local
growth, station planning and kand use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” 1 am
concerned about the new ions of the EIR b if HSRA selects a street-level or

elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

[] Eminent Domain Takings: my property and many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and I will evicted from my property against my will or
close my business. | cannot afford an attomey and cannot move from my house.

[ i Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because “death by High Speed Rail trains™ will be
an attractive nuisance and encourage more suicides than present, and there may be muny deaths due to street level
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

,J]/mnlc dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near scllunls near
these tracks like Sunnybrac Elementary, San Mateo & Burli H.S."s. Entire nei FoOnes
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated desugn similar to asbestos projects.

1067-2

/’/r(.‘hildren & Nnucﬁwnd!\'ubutmn Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks { ngame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 10673
afterwards due to Ih= sound/noise/vibration :mpach fmm these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or :
study due to lengthy and ibration afierward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours,

[ Raciat Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks arc low-income and cannot afford an attorney 1o contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. Bul they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

[] Aaditional Concerns:

**= All ab are elimi if HSRA tunnels the whole project from SJ to SF, or if HSRA 1067-4

riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which 1 strongly suggest.)***

B i _’_T. B/(r:_c.f_’sl
NaME

Dona Black & SIG_N
1555 Trollman Ave. & ﬁc‘f(ﬁﬁ;ﬂ" ?9’:/(:

77— P e - 2'} ";m“!" Hazeo, Ch_ QYo /
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1067 (Donna Black, April 3, 2010)

1067-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1067-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more

deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is
therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1067-3
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1067-4

The FRA does have noise and vibration criteria that applies to
schools in their “High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment Report” October 2005. This criteria will
be used to assess the possible effects of the HST operations on all
schools along the Peninsula. Construction noise and vibration at
schools would also be assessed based on both FRA and local noise
ordinance limits.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1068 (Jaime Garcia, April 18, 2010)

1068
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority paTE: _APril 18, 2010
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
S CA 95814 (or (@hsr.cagov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Commenis to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Dralt Program EIR Material Comments
& April 8 2010 Alternative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Section (AA)

Dear Mr. Leavit:

I am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco to San Jose and am greatly concerned about HSRA's proposed actions.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Aho, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be iently wide enough 1o ac date all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approxi ly 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose." At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-13,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for 2 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this rght-of-way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees™ would need o
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to iderable number of izations, agencies, and
individuals who have concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor™ and pg. 7-22 refers to

iderable city and ity concern for impl ion of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24 1068-1
refiers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corrider including; al i I local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biclogical and cultural resources.” 1am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if HSRA selects a street-
level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

ﬂ Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many propertics/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop, 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house,

B8 Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail

trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 1068-2
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

Tl Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near i
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.5.s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones 065-3
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/clevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

g Children & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and

afterwards due o the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or (og5-4
study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

ol Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new

immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attormey to contest

Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1068-5

provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Furiher, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is lkely & Civil Rights violation.

4 Additional Concerns/Complaints (list gfgﬂﬂ;uhwb‘pmgerm’bummu in the City to be affected):
I live near Caltrain tracks with my familie and friends, many no momey to pay attorney but do not |
want to move or leave my house. Children in school and friends of 35 yre on my street and area 1068-6
near house; dust and polsén from arscenis harm my children and 700 children Sunnybrae Elementary.
= Allab fi d concerns are elimi ifHSRA tunnels the whole project from $J to SF and pays for the
cost of tnneling, or if HSRA riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF and take IIO@B—T
the extra 10 minutes of additional time over HSRA train time from SJ-SF (both of which | strongly suggest.) ***

#*% Copied to San Mateo City Council, Mayor Lee JAIME GARCTA
Jerry Hill and Governor W—
E‘—'( il

** retain a copy of this completed and signed form for your SIGNATURE
attorney and mail a copy to your City Council to retain lo Av
as a Public record under the California Public Records Act  ADDRESS
* mail copy to Assemblyman Jerry Hill (916) 3192019 and 1
Governor Schwarzenegger (916) 445-2841 ADDRESS
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1068 (Jaime Garcia, April 18, 2010)

1068-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1068-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1068-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1068-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1068-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1068-6

See Standard Responses 3 and 6. The 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material addresses those topics identified in the final judgment
for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under
CEQA. Hazardous materials and wastes was not one of those topics.
Please see Section 3.11 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More
detailed information and analysis on potential hazardous
materials/waste impacts and mitigation measures including those
related to arsenic and naturally occurring asbestos will be included in
project-level environmental documents.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1068-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1069 (Russel Flores, April 18, 2010)

1069
Dan Leavitt, fonia High Speed Rail Authority DATE: April 18, 2010
025 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Comments to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Commenis

& April 8, 2010 Alternative Analysis Report for San Francisco 1o San Jose Section (AA)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. 1 am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco to San Jose and am greatly concemed about HSRA's proposed actions,

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Calirain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPRB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide cnuugh o zrwmmud:ue all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to app acres of addi | adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3, 6 10.6 11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a d-track at-grade
alignment in the more narmow portions of this right-of- \Nl)' and references now that Iien!agl! Trees” would need to 1069-1

bc Lnlcn through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to ferable number of organi agencies, and
i who have concem ing potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridos™ and pg. 7-22 refers to
iderable city and ity concern for imy i ol‘HSI along the Pemnsula overa!l" and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i i local

growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources. - lam
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if HSRA selects a street-
level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

m Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

m Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trafns™ will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 10682
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actualiconstructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

m Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & B H.8.’s, Entire nei hoods/busi Fones 1069-3
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

m Children & there are approxi Iy 20 or more schools loeated near Calirain

tracks San i H 5., ete.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 10694
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration |mpu:ta rmm these trains, Children will be unable to concentrate or

study due to lengthy and vibration aft d from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

M Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney o contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1069-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation,

N Additional Concerns/Complaints (list specific schools/property/businesses in the City to be affected):
Ay fumiby and children have lived in San Mateo on Pacific Blvd. for all oar lives, and we are next to Calirain tracks. W do pot wani to be evicied from our homes
ndd do ot want sbove ground construction, dust, naise, vibrations and poison {arsenic) exposure from High Speed Train, There arc many familics and friends living
long Pacific Bivd, that will lose their properties 1o HSRA through Eminent Doman, from 3545 —4056 s San Mateo, and familics on Amtioch Drive and 18%-41% 1069-6
e in San Mateo that will be negatively alTected from constnaction/dust/nodse/sounds From ihese imins. We do not want to move or be fored cat b)’llba
omstnsction, D not evict our familics (about 150 families on streets mentioned and Pacific). Our children and friends love neighbochood, so please don't force us.
it of owr homses. l‘hemwolu peoplc Mmc.um move or be redocated. Shame on you for choosing a residential community 1 fun 150 mph trains through-

mheard of and i with
=+ All b are elimi i HSRA tunnels the whole project from 51 80 SF and pays for the cost of inecling, or if
HSRA riders exit m San Jose and use existing Calerain Bullet trains to travel to SF and take the extra 10 minwics of additional time over HSRA 1069-7
train time from 5J-5F (both of which | strongly suggest.) ***
L

ed a copy to: San Mateo City Covncil and Senator Russell Flores

}?ﬂ‘!’%ﬁc Blvd, San Mateo, CA 94403

* this is 8 Public Record under Government Code**
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1069 (Russel Flores, April 18, 2010)

1069-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1069-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1069-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1069-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1069-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1069-6

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has sought to utilize
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to
minimize environmental impacts. Aligning the HST system with
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the
project-level environmental process.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The

Response to Comments from Individuals

EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

Additional site-specific analysis of potential air quality and hazardous
materials impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.

1069-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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carry into the project level environmental document. The terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that

alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff the Board considers.
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
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Comment Letter 1070 (William R. Slocum, April 15, 2010)

1070
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments{@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavit:

1am writing before April 26, 2000 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA} March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). 1am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose,

Your EIR ot pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCJPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wxde enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to app ly 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to “considerable number of izations, agencies, and 1070
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potenual impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg, 7-22 refers to
“considerable city and ity concern for impl of HST along the Pcnmsula oveml]” and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor includi local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” 1 am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
Q/ated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

Eminent Domain Takings: my property and many properties/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that I will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and I will evicted from my property against my will or
close my business. 1 cannot afford an attorney and cannot move from my house.

Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because “death by High Speed Rail trains” will be
an attractive nuisance and encourage more suicides than present, and there may be many deaths due to street level
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths,

1070

Arsenie: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones
g}/ﬁe zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

Ch

1070

ildren & Noi: Vibration Imp there are approxi ly 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1070
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or 4
5}\/ due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest 1070
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
S’? a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West alcng these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

ditional Concerns: Hl)\ 4) dj ‘\[4; | ‘:hb‘wu \’ﬁ + )b,,‘;‘ 4}\/1/( jd‘LI —’/

(,mal\/ Doy Gl tni eninswla ;Ec"ﬂu
**% All above-refefenced concerns are eliminated if HSRA lu.nnels the whole project from SJ t4 SF, or if HSRA
riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which 1 strongly suggest.)***

Williim R Slocum
NAME
SlkGyA ma/mf\ x /\,Q/OT/M/ s

WL sucel Ave e
Sun Mate o, A 440l

]| 1070

-6
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Response to Letter 1070 (William R. Slocum, April 15, 2010)

1070-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1070-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1070-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1070-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1070-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1070-6

The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The

Response to Comments from Individuals

alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

1070-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that

the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1071 (Linda Lara, April 13, 2010)

071
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE:
025 “L” Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my commenis to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). 1 am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to hiave narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. [n these focations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently w1du enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program fevel
would result in the need to acquire up to app ly 10 acres of ad | adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to * iderable number of izati agencies, and 1071-1
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potanual impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to

iderable city and ity concern for impl of HST along the Penmsula overall and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor includi n local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” Iam
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

/&/meent Domain Takings: my property and many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that I will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and I will evicted from my property against my will or
close my business. 1 cannot afford an attorney and cannot move from my house.

Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because “death by High Speed Rail trains” will be
an attractive nuisance and encourage more suicides than present, and there may be many deaths due to street level 10712
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones 1071-3
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

)qchildren & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1071-4
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or

study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

jﬁ Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest

Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1071-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will

create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

D Additional Concerns:

*x% Al above-referenced concerns are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from SJ to SF, or if HSRA 1071-6

riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which I strongly suggest.y***

YAME) MDA A LARA

SIGNATURE, .
yf/uﬁ)\ NSl
.- ADDRESS

A28 ND. “SAN MATEL DR#2.
S MATED, (A G440l
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Response to Letter 1071 (Linda Lara, April 13, 2010)

1071-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1071-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1071-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1071-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1071-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1071-6

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential

Response to Comments from Individuals

impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1072 (Robert Ross, April 12, 2010)

1072
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: :r'J [f 1./ Lo

925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wnie enough to accommaodate nII four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need 1o acquire up 1o ly 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
hetween San Francisco and San Jose ™ At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10.6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19.7-8 the EIR states that
“Between Sun Francisco and Lick ... although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
bc taken through Eminent Domnm Pg. 79 rel'ers G i number of organizations, agencies, and
iduals who have exy d concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corrider” and pg. 7-22 refers 1o
city and ity concern for impl, i ul'HST along the Penmsulx uvcmll" and pg. 7-24
refers to “potentinl impacts along the Caltrain Corridor including: aligr q local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” T am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a strect-level or
elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):

EI Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need 1o be “taken™ through
? Domain, that | will lose my Prop, 13 tx exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will

o072
-1

RA will close my business. | cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains Avill be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due 1o street level
nis and | 50 mph trains. This letter is actual’constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & i H.5."s. Entire neighborh il NS
must b zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated desugll. similar to ashestos projects.

hildren & Noi Vibration there are approxi 20 or more schoals located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burling H.S,, eic.} from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and
afterwapds due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable 1o concentrate or
study gue to lengthy ion and d/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours,

072
4

acial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney 1o contest o712
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been -5

provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
creatp’a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation, P
ié : i TE Lf"‘“’d e P T b DK R0eTAG 77"_-‘-- 1072
oncerns/Comp I"S* ATV eI (]i = M‘1 Phensngy |6
Oo=m-<d L # Fh-: f L3 oo

oritH

#** All above-referenced concemns are elim mntl:d |FH"\'RA tunnels the whole project from SJ 1o SRA 1072
riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which | strongly suggest.)*** ]
EHTipE Pawe=ess Dinp o QoBEMy NSy
i = =] E
Aveond  Fos Uil mPTod -
) L 1072
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1072 (Robert Ross, April 12, 2010)

1072-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1072-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1072-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1072-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1072-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1072-6

Comment acknowledged. The 2008 Final Program EIR identified
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the
physical environment. The 21 network alternatives studied in the
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with
substantial project benefits. The EIR identified mitigation strategies
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible. In
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected,
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1072-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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1072-8

The Authority disagrees that the Peninsula cities did not have the
ability to participate in the environmental process. The 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified
in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring
corrective work under CEQA. Outreach was not one of those topics.
Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency Involvement, in the 2008
Final Program EIR. The scoping activities for the Bay Area to Central
Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS were conducted between
November 15 and December 16, 2005 and included meetings in San
Jose, San Francisco and four other cities. The Authority held a total
of eight public hearings, including in Oakland and San Francisco to
present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to receive public comments
between August 23, 2007 and September 26, 2007.

The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest possible
notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. Notification
was provided in 8 newspapers including the San Francisco Examiner
and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of Availability and Notice of a
Public Meeting postcard was further distributed to over 50,000
individuals identified as part of on-going project-level engineering
and environmental studies. The Revised Draft Program EIR Material
and a Notice of Availability and of a Public Meetings was also made
available to 16 libraries for public viewing. Two public meetings
were held on April 7, 2010 in San Jose on the Revised Draft Program
EIR. Both of these meetings did not end until everyone had the
ability to speak. If the Authority proceeds with a network
alternative that involves San Mateo at the project level, the Authority
will continue its efforts at public outreach in the area.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1073 (Jorge Padilla, April 19, 2010)

Dan Leavitt, California High Specd Rail Authority paTdpril 19, 2010 1073
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or commentsi@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Comments to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Dreaft Program EIR Material Comments

& April 8, 2000 Aliernative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Section (AA)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. 1 am a resident and’or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco 1o San Jose and am greatly concerned about HSRA's proposed actions.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Calirain rights-of-way include Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Mcnh: Park, Palo Alto, M in View and Sunnyvale, In these ions the
PCIPB right-of- would not be sufficiently wld’c enough o ncuommod:llc all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up 1o 1y 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations

between San Francisco and San Jose.” A( pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade

alignment in the more narrow portions of this rjg]lt«al' way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need 1o 073
bc laken through Eminent l)oamm Pg. 79 rw:ﬁ.rs o iderable number of organizati agencies, and -1
Is who have mnccm garding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to
3 iderable city and v concern for fmy ion of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24
refers (o “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i q local

growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vlbrnlun leIugiml and cultural resources.” 1am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if HSRA selects a street-
level or elevaied track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

fol Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afTord an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house,

KX Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail 1073

trains" will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level o !

accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths. '

it Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near 1073

these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burling; H.8."s, Entire neighborhoods/busi FONCS 3

must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a strect/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

’,d; Children & Noise/S '\"]brlliun there are i ly 20 or more schools located near Caltrain

tracks (S L San M 1i ete.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1073
i ds due to the ise/vibration lmpacls from these trains, Children will be unable to concentrate or -4

study due to lengthy ion and ibration afierward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours,

KX Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attormey to contest

Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents, They have been 1073

provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will -5

create a *Berlin Wall” scparating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation,

Ed Additional Concerns/Complaints (list specific schools/property/businesses in the City to be affected):

1 live with my wife and twn daughters next to railroad tracks, 50 ft, and don't want IIOB
Concerned about arscenicl®

to lose my house, and can't move because children in school.
dust, construction-45 families on my street conerned also. I am poor, no attorney to fighe

*** All above-referenced concems are eliminated if HSRA tunnels the whole project from S to SF and pays for the
cost of tunneling, or iFHSRA riders exit ai San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF and take 1073
the extra 10 minutes of additional time over HSRA train time from SJ-SF (both of which | strongly suggest.) *** -7

COPY to San Mateo City Council and Assemblyman Jorge Padilla

Jerry Hill NAM{ ‘Tl

** retain 3 copy of this completed and signed form for your GNATL
attorney and mail a copy to your City Council to retain
as @ Public record under the California Public Records Act  ADDRES
* mail copy to Assemblyman Jerry Hill (916) 319-2019 and
Governor Schwarzencgger (916) 445-2841* ADDRESS

San Mateo 94401
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1073 (Jorge Padilla, April 19, 2010)

1073-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1073-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is
therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those

areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1073-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase 11
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
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alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1073-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1073-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1073-6

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has sought to utilize
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to
minimize environmental impacts. Aligning the HST system with
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the
project-level environmental process.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to

Response to Comments from Individuals

the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

Additional site-specific analysis of potential air quality, noise,
vibration, and hazardous materials impacts will be conducted for the
project-level EIR/EISs.

1073-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.
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The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1074 (Davide Ramirez, April 21, 2010)

1074
Dan Leavin, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: April 21, 2010
925 “L" Strect, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Comments to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
& April 8 2010 Alternative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Scction (AA}

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

| am writing to officially submit my comments 1o High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. 1 am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco to San Jose and am greatly concemed about HSRA's proposed actions.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have numow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be i wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locutions
between San Francisco and San Jose.” Al pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade 1074-1
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to
be taken through Eminent Domain, Pg. 7-9 refers to iderable number of fzations, agencies, and
individuals who have expressed concem regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pe. 7-22 refers to
¥ iderable city and ity concern for impl ion of HST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24

li i 1 focal

refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i 1 I

growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural resources.” 1am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because it HSRA selects a street-
level or clevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

] Eminent Domain Takings: my property andlor many propertiesbusinesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afford an attomey to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

[¥] Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains™ will be an attractive nuisince and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual'constructive notice 1o HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

1074-2

1074-3

these tracks like Sunnybrac Elementary, San Mateo & Burli H.5.’s. Entire neighbork iness zones
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a streevelevated design, ar to asbestos projects.

W Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near |

tracks (S forae, San M H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and
afterwards due to the sound/noise/ ion impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy i d/noi ion afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

[ chilren & 1¥ibration | there are imately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain

1074-4

vibr

1&1 Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Vielations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attomey to contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1074-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create s “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation,

[ Additional Concerns/Complaints (list specific schools/property/businesses in the City to be affected):

My wific and children love our bouse, and families living o0 North and Scuth Claremont (311-300 N, Clasemant), and do mof want 10 be foreed

ot by your train of comstructon. Please do not evict o familics (about 70 familics on North Clarcusant)! Dar chibdren love Sutnybrase
Sehool hildeen's frk don't sep y old neigh iy street also wh move due o physical [074-6

‘pain and conditions ~they would die il forced to mave in final years af life o comanit suicide rather than be forced to move from house lived in

af 40 years. Our Esmily can'l pay attorey hut can't live with construction, dust. naise, vibrations and arsenic-poison from constnction ol ircks

Please dan’t expase my famnily. Sunmybrae Elementary has nuaey hundreds of children who cant stdy with noise/rain o arsenic dust-poison.

4+ All shove-referenced concems arc eliminated if ISRA tunnels the whole project from SJ b0 SF mnd pays for the cost of tunncling. o if 1074-7
HSRA riders exit at S Jose 3nd use existing Calirain Bullet trains 10 travel 1o SF and take the extrm 10 minutes of additional time over HSRA

traim time from S1-SF (both of which | strongly suggest) ***

Copy mailed to: Sun Mateo City Council and Senator Davide Ramirez

Jerald Hill and Mr, Simiting

B . (8,
— L

311 N. Claremont, San Mateo, 94401

* this is a Public Record under Government Code**
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1074 (Davide Ramirez, April 21, 2010)

1074-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1074-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1074-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1074-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1074-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1074-6

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has sought to utilize
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to
minimize environmental impacts. Aligning the HST system with
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the
project-level environmental process.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The

Response to Comments from Individuals

EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

Additional site-specific analysis of potential air quality, noise,
vibration, and hazardous materials impacts will be conducted for the
project-level EIR/EISs.

1074-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.
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The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1075 (Carmen Cortez, April 20, 2010)

. . Lf2 75
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: _ ™ /20/2010 1075

025 “L™ Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments;

r.cagov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Comments to: Bay Arca to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
& April 8, 2000 Alternative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Scction (AA)

Drear Mr. Leavil

1 am writing to offici mit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Pmy.ln: EIR {E]R} & 4/810 AA. | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco 1o San Jose and am greatly concemed about HSRA's proposed actions,

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 state: ities that are known 1o have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPE right-of-way wuuld not be sufficiently wide enough to accommadate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade 1075
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need to -1
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to “considerable number of organizations, agencies, and
mdmduals who have explessed concern regarding potential impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to

“considerable city and y concern for impl ion ofHST along the Peninsula overall” and pg. 7-24
refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor includi environmental ] local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, blo]oglcal and cultural resources.” Iam
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if HSRA sclects a street-
level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

ﬂ Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and 1 will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. I cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

in Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail 1075
trains™ will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 2
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

lX) Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near 1075
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones 3

must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

M Children & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1075
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or -4
study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

& Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

1075
-5

E@ Additional Concerns/Complaints (list specific schools/property/businesses in the City to be affected):
#Please do not take my home from my family and childrn. I am poor and can not pay attorney but do(i07s

not want to move. Lived her 34 years and parents here also. Pledbe, do not take house, Many -6
hildren i eet and families, Sunnybrae Elementar No dust or poisin or asrenic death.
chridren 111*§$\]il aebove Teferenced concdrns 1re ¢ iminated it HSRA lunyne]s the whole project I"rom%] to SF and pays for the -
cost of tunneling, or if HSRA riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF and take Ig >
the extra 10 minutes of additional time over HSRA train time from SJ-SF (both of which I strongly suggest.) *** o
Copy San Mateo City Council and Joe Simitian Carpen Cortgz
and Jerry Hill NAME wi{( (
** retain a copy of this completed and signed form for your SIGNMATURE—"
attorney and mail a copy to your City Council to retain 1009 S. Clarement St
as a Public record under the California Public Records Act  ADDRESS
* mail copy to Assemblyman Jerry Hill (916) 319-2019 and San Mateo 94401
Governor Schwarzenegger (916) 445-2841** ADDRESS
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1075 (Carmen Cortez, April 20, 2010)

1075-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1075-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1075-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1075-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1075-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1075-6

Comment acknowledged. The Authority has sought to utilize
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to
minimize environmental impacts. Aligning the HST system with
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the
project-level environmental process.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The

Response to Comments from Individuals

EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

Additional site-specific analysis of potential air quality and hazardous
materials impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.

1075-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
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carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1076 (Cheryl Dean, April 25, 2010)

1076
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority I)ATE:L! ‘ﬁ [!;

925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or commenis@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Drafi Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

I am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). 1 am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redweod City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. [n these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sulficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approxi ly 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” Al pgs, 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14.6-15,6-18.6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way™ and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need 10

Ibe taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to iderable number of organizations, agencies, and 1076-1
individuals who have expressed concern regarding pulcnlml impacts on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers 1o
lerable city and y concern for i ion of HST along the ]’:mnsulz overall” and pg. 7-24
refers to pulcnllai impacts along the Caltrain Corridor mc]ndm;, li s, local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vib biological and cultural * 1am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR I il HSRA selects a street-level or

elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):

Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many propertiesbusinesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that [ will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and 1 will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. 1 cannot afford an atterney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

\(} Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due o street level 1076-2
sccidents and 150 mph trains, This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

| Arsenie: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Calirain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae rentary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.5.’s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones 1076-3
muyst be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similor to asbestos projects.

+ Children & Noi Vibration lmp there are approximately 20 or more schools lecated near Caltrain
tracks San Mateo/Burli H.8., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 10764

/ afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. C n will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy construction and sound/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Calirain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attormey to contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been
provlded no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings, Further, 40-foot high sound walls will

»&m\a: a “Berlin Wall" separating East from West along |1|m racial lines, which is likely a Civil R-gjnl,s violation.

onsl(.‘nn:emsi(:nmplumts Q%&k@— Q“wi g ,L_QA_QF, M | 1076-6

‘) i‘u.-\.(\ S
b AI.E 1 if HSRA tunnels the whole project from 8J to SI or if HSRA | 1076-7
riders exit at San Jose and use cxlsnns Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which [ strongly suggest.)***

( il iy __( Do
s il —

1076-5

(l“‘\_

\'l{\ﬁl\\lp < \g, oy S Jih_\';'r_ Ly
Q?"‘fm’f‘ B sT. San diee
ADDRESS
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1076 (Cheryl Dean, April 25, 2010)

1076-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1076-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1076-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1076-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1076-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1076-6
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

Response to Comments from Individuals

Additional site-specific analysis of potential noise and business
impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.

1076-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in

San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1077 (Cheryl Dean, April 22, 2010)

. 1077
Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: j \2.2 k 1%
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 o officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR). | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alte, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPE right-of- would not be iently mde enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to ap 10 acres of additi adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose™ At pgs. 6-2,6-3.6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18.6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...alhough property aoqu:sllmn would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees” would need 1o
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to ™ iderable number of ions, agencies, and 1077
|ndw|dunls \A|I0 have expressed concern regarding potential impacts on the Callrmn Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to -1
and concern for i i ofHSI along the Ptnmsula rm:mll and pg. 7-24
refers o “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor including q local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, blulugarnl and cultural resources.” 1 am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or
elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):

jE: Eminent Domain Takings: my property andor many propertiesbusinesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. | cannot afford an attomey to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

N Suicides & Deaths: there

Il be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail 1077
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level -
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice 1o HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths. =

Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Calirain tracks, and near schools near 1077
these tracks like Sunnybrac Elementary, San Mateo & ingame H.S.'s. Entire neighborhoods/busi zONes A
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated design, similar 1o ashestos projects.

-

\fd Children & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlingame H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1077
afterwards due to the snund.-'nmwv;bmlmn |mpasr.s fmm these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or -4
study due 1o lengthy and vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new

imimigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest 1077
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents, They have been -5

provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will

create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

Concerns/Complal TNOELFEAN S0+ POIPTLNG PERCEFD c_i'_;”
ENTOmENT OF py PoPCra— + UF< -

| above-referenced concerns are eliminated if HSRA wnnels the whole project from SJ 1o SF, or if HSRA ITII??

riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to 5F (both of which I strongly suggest.)*** -

B NEARD

SIGNATUR

B -——mu[ e So. B ST
ADDRESS

W W] Se B S
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1077 (Cheryl Dean, April 22, 2010)

1077-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1077-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1077-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1077-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1077-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1077-6

See Standard Response 6 regarding the requirements of CEQA to
address quality of life issues.

1077-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the

Response to Comments from Individuals

Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in

San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1078 (John A. Brooks, April 22, 2010)

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 “L™ Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814 (or comments{@hsr.ca.gov or fax (916) 322-0827)

Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

1 am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Drafi Program EIR (EIR). | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula
between San Francisco to San Jose.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Citics that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accnmnmdal: all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need 1o acquire up to i Iy 10 acres of ad | adjacent property ut various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pas. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Li .although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way™ and references now that "H:nlagc Trees™ would need o

078
belakm through Eminent Doma:n Pg. 7- l}mfcnw iderable number of i neies, L7EY
ivil whao have exp d concemn reg: ¢ potential impacts on the (.‘a]lrum Comidor™ and pg. 7-22 refers to
L i city and fty concern for imp ion of HST along the Pelnnsu]a o\mll and pg. 7-24

refers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor i local
growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, bmlogur.nl and cultural resources.” 1 am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR because if HSRA selects a street-level or

elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes You Feel Correct):

R Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken” through
Eminent Domain, that | will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. 1 cannot afford an attorney to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

R Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 1078-2
accidents and 150 mph trains, This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths.

E Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burli H.5.'s. Entire nei hoods/business zones
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a street/elevated llcslsn similar to asbestos projects.

ﬁ' Children & there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain |
1078-4

1078-3

tracks ( brae, San M H.S., etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and
afterwards due 1o the sound/noise/ vibration impacts | from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy and ion afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

,L! Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new

immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attormey to contest

Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 10785
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will

create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

[Ja i Coneer lai

*#* All shove-referenced concems are eliminated if HSRA wnnels the whole project from SJ 1o SF, or if HSRA 10786
riders exit ot San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF (both of which | strongly suggest.)***
)

et A. Breooks

B L o

SIGNATURE

_PaLpa AVENDE

ADSR ESS

ADDRESS

1078
DATE: ﬂ]z’é {EQ

METED, (A quto7—

4/22/10

Mr. Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 “L" Street, suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Leavitt,
I was in attendance at the city of San Mateo’s HSR Community Workshop #2. At this

meeting I learned that all the significant issues to HSR have been decided. T'he comdor
has been chosen; the HSR Authority has sel i the overhead/undergr

No doubt i d residk fi will be heard and ignored. City representative’s
preferences will be heard and | litigated.

Mo answers were provided to residents affected by the project. My neighbors I and in
Hayward Park, San Mateo are deeply concerned that our quality of life, our environment
and our property will irretrievably be damaged.

There is nothing in it for us.

(%’1'—'”’\___—-

*Brooks

CALIFORNIA

Page 16-238



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1078 (John A. Brooks, April 22, 2010)

1078-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1078-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1078-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1078-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1078-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1078-6

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential

Response to Comments from Individuals

impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.
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Comment Letter 1079 (Thomas Burns, April 22, 2010)

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE: April 22, 2010 1079
025 “L" Swreet, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
& April 8 2010 Aliernative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Section (AA)

Dear Mr. Leavin:

| am writing to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4/8/10 AA. | am a resident and/or business owner on the Peninsula between
San Francisco to San Jose and am greatly concermned about HSRA's proposed actions,

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rights-of-way inclutle Millbrae,

San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Mountain View and Sunnyvale. In these locations the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently mdc enough to accommeodate all four tracks and a1 the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to apy 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose™ At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...although property acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade
alignment in the more narrow portions of this right-of-way” and references now that “Heritage Trees™ would need to | 1079-1
be taken through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refers to i number of’ izati agencies, and
individuals who have expressed concern regarding potcut;al impacts on the Caltrain Corridor”™ and pg. 7-22 refers to

iderable city and ity concern for imp ol'liSI along the Peninsula omll" and pg. 7-24
refiers to “potential impacts along the Caltrain Corridor includi local
growih, station planning and land use as well as noise, wlmtmn. biological and cultural resources.” 1 am
concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA because if HSRA selects a street-
level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that (Check Boxes):

X Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that 1 will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and | will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business, | cannot afford an attomey 1o fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

X Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encourage this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 1079.2
accidents and 150 mph trains. This letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths,

RJ Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.5.'s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones 1079-3
must be zoned off and sealed if any construction is done with a sireetelevated design, similar to asbestos projects.

K: Children & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools lecated near Caltrain

tracks ( San Mateo/Burlh H.S,, etc.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 1079-4
afierwards due to the sound/noise/vibration i impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy and vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

x Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanic, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannet afford an atlormey 1o contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1079-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation,

M Additional Concerns/Complaints (list zmt_gschmb’pmp:rlyfhusineuu in the City to be affected):

Your Revised Dralt EIR did not stady or  factors. There s no reference to aneaic sloeg Cairai to shadaws from soand walls
foe above alignmens, noe o6 upon the children of Sunmybrae , the children and familics
(appeonimately 250 familics and childven) aloog Railroad Ave, N. and S, Clanemaont Ave., upon Pacific Ave. and all o streets tha conmect 10 those

streets. Your EIR does not reference spocific properties that will be taken through Emisend Domain, that your provadediotice to these familics, nos does it
mcalion ruaey San Mageo businesses (Cemtury 12 Mavie Theatre, Kingfish Restsurant, City Parking Garage, Stonceold loe Cream, Tambot's Toyland, and the
other 100 businesses next bo s Caltrain tracks that will be tnken through Eminent Domain. 1 live within 200 feet of the Caltrain tracks cn East Bellvue Ave and
can’t move my family- father’s illness and recent beart atiack. He will Bhkely die in this house if HSKRA tries to force kim out by 8 lawsuit, as well s his eldery
Friends of 30 years living in this aea. Pleass do not force cut old residents, living here 30 yrs before High Specd Rail, 1o die from your acthons — many friend in
I. Claremoat and on . Clarcment Street in same situation. You do not stisdy or mention the numbers of families and children, snd clderly, and elfect on us fiom
HSRA traims and their i |l,.o=mn}\ur--« ground or ot street bevel HSRAmwldmfwmm\ehngllm

make the decision 10 go thecugh suburban nc and Dovwntawn b which is only fair i dsc in the world
Trains traved next to familics.

244 AN sbove-referenced comcerns are climinated if HSRA tumncks the whole project from SJ ko SF and pays forthe cast of funaeling. or if 0757

HSHA riders exit ot Sem Jose and use cxisting Caltrain Bullct truins (o travel o SF. *

A copy mailed to: San Mateo City Council and Senator Thomas Bup

Jerald Hill and Mr. Simitian & Feinstein and Boxer

* this is # Public Record under Government Code** ﬁ,-"_
gk

1079-6

llvue 'A\"erSan Mateo, CA 94401
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1079 (Thomas Burns, April 22, 2010)

1079-1

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the March 2010 Revised Draft EIR
Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition would
be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and
San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed in
July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire
private property for public use. The owners of such private property
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United
States Constitution and Article | of the California Constitution. Any
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 as amended and Title
VI and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968,
respectively. See Standard Response 7.

1079-2

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is

therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1079-3

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
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addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1079-4
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1079-5
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1079-6

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives.

See Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts
analysis and mitigation, and Standard Response 2 regarding the
tiered planning and EIR processes.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website.

1079-7

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1080 (Brian Barron, April 25, 2010)

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority DATE; __ -2V~ 2218 1080
925 “L" Street, Suite 1425
CA 95814 (or @hsr.ca.gov or fx (916) 322-0827)
Re: Comments to: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

& April 8, 2010 Alternative Analysis Report for San Francisco to San Jose Section (AA)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

I am writing before April 26, 2010 to officially submit my comments to High Speed Rail Authorities
(HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR (EIR) & 4//10 AA. [ am a resident and/or business owner on
the Peninsula between San Francisco to San Jose and am greatly concerned about HSRA's proposed actions.

Your EIR at pg. 5-2 states: “Cities that are known to have narrow Caltrain rislﬁs-of way include Millbrae,
San Mateo, Redwood City, Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, in View and Sunnyvale. In these the
PCIPB right-of-way would not be sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all four tracks and at the program level
would result in the need to acquire up to approximately 10 acres of additional adjacent property at various locations
between San Francisco and San Jose.” At pgs. 6-2,6-3,6-10,6-11,6-14,6-15,6-18,6-19,7-8 the EIR states that
“Between San Francisco and Lick ...alllnqh pmpemr acquisition would be required for a 4-track at-grade

alignment in the more narrow portions of this ri f-way™ and now that itage Trees™ would need to

borak:n through Eminent Domain. Pg. 7-9 refrs o id number of izations, agencies, and 1080-1
who have exp d concern regardi polemlal lmpaels on the Caltrain Corridor” and pg. 7-22 refers to

“ iderable city and ity concern for i S’l‘ along the Pcnmau].n overall” and pg. 7-24

refiers to “powmh] impacts along the Caltrain Corridor is I local

growth, station planning and land use as well as noise, vibration, biological and cultural " Tam

concerned about the new sections of the EIR & with information in the AA beulwe ITHSRA selects a street-
level or elevated track design anywhere from San Jose to SF that

[J Eminent Domain Takings: my property and/or many properties/businesses will need to be “taken™ through
Eminent Domain, that [ will lose my Prop. 13 tax exemption, and 1 will be evicted from my property against my will
or HSRA will close my business. I cannot afford an attormey to fight eviction, and cannot move from my house.

/ﬁ Suicides & Deaths: there will be many more suicide deaths because publicized “death by High Speed Rail
trains” will be an attractive nuisance and encournge this activity, and there may be many deaths due to street level 1080-2
accidents and 150 mph trains. TI_|is letter is actual/constructive notice to HSRA of these potential wrongful deaths,

Arsenic: dangerously high levels of arsenic have been discovered along Caltrain tracks, and near schools near
these tracks like Sunnybrae Elementary, San Mateo & Burlingame H.S.'s. Entire neighborhoods/business zones
must be zoned off and sealed if any ion is done with a d design, similar to asbestos projects.

TOR0-3

/Q’Childm & Noise/Sound/Vibration Impacts: there are approximately 20 or more schools located near Caltrain
tracks (Sunnybrae, San Mateo/Burlis H.8., ete.) from San Jose to SF that will suffer during construction and 10804
afterwards due to the sound/noise/vibration impacts from these trains. Children will be unable to concentrate or
study due to lengthy ion and d/noise/vibration afterward from 120-150 mph trains during school hours.

Racial Injustice and Civil Rights Violations: the primarily poor Hispanie, African-American and new
immigrant families residing near the existing Caltrain tracks are low-income and cannot afford an attorney to contest
Eminent Domain Condemnation Proceedings. But they will be the majority of evicted residents. They have been 1080-5
provided no information from HSRA prior to Eminent Domain takings. Further, 40-foot high sound walls will
create a “Berlin Wall” separating East from West along these racial lines, which is likely a Civil Rights violation.

ﬁ‘ itional Coneerns/Ci =
QuAtiT 08 LIFE 1M THE Frfywnea Pk NEILydoc itesg S8 ™ [

1080-6
AdATED | ANl JErALVE OF HUWE],
**% All abo i are elimi if HSRA tunnels the whole project from SJ to SF and pays for the 1080-7
cost of tunneling, or if HSRA riders exit at San Jose and use existing Caltrain Bullet trains to travel to SF and take

the extra 10 minutes of additional time over HSRA train time from S$J-5F (both of which | strongly suggest.) ***

LR inar A SHekent
NAME

[ = I
SIGNATURE
/23 /AN AvE
RESS
SHR  AARTES. <A, §VY02,
ADDRESS

ADD

Page 16-245

ALIFORNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1080 (Brian Barron, April 25, 2010)

1080-1

The Authority disagrees with the comment that an at-grade or aerial
alignment between San Jose and San Francisco will result in more
deaths due to street-level accidents, or that the HST system will
encourage “death by HST.” The HST project under consideration in
this Program EIR includes grade separations to fully separate the
HST from local automobile and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is
therefore anticipated to improve existing safety conditions in those
areas like the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose
that have current problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due
to auto/rail grade crossings. The HST project also includes a fully
access-controlled guideway with intrusion monitoring. The access
controls on the HST guideway, combined with the grade separation,
are anticipated to eliminate rather than increase the current
condition on the Caltrain corridor where the easy pedestrian access
to the rail tracks has resulted in the unfortunate problem of suicide
deaths on the corridor. The Authority notes that high-speed train
speeds along the Caltrain corridor would not exceed 125 mph.

1080-2

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.11 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM

guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase 11
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

1080-3
See Response to Comment 1040-4 regarding noise and vibration.

1080-4
See Response to Comment 1040-5.

1080-5

See Standard Response 6 regarding the requirements of CEQA to
address quality of life issues and potential project impacts on
residential property values.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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1080-6

The proposed alignment along the Caltrain corridor between San
Francisco and San Jose is approximately 50 linear miles. It is not
considered feasible or practicable to have a tunnel for this distance.
Nevertheless, the Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can
be found on the Authority's website. See also Standard Response 3
regarding level of detail.

The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in
San Jose. The Authority notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor. These alternatives
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via Transbay Tube;
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.

Response to Comments from Individuals

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

1080-7
See Standard Response 10.
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1081 (Alison_Millwood, March 8, 2010)

1081

Kris Livinaston

From: Alison [alison@fernandesandsons.com]
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 12:47 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: San Jose to Merced HST

| cannot express how strongly | feel against the potential widening of Monterey Highway in South 5an Jose to allow for
high speed train tracks/ travel. [081-1

Monterey Highway is congested enough with traffic at 6 lanes — it will be unbearable at 4 lanes.

1 live two blocks off of the tracks and still remember a train derailing into homes not a block from my home. |I|n:| -2
Horrendous. And now you want to put trains traveling faster along this well populated corridor. Bad idea.

Not to mention traffic impact on neighborhoods adjoining the tracks, I!'ml -3

Vfann Miliward

ke fcnmnges
e h-_l]s%}f{
_ The Perfect Fit.
Ewail:  alisonve Bwiec v winy foman desyndson < com

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1081 (Alison Millwood, March 8, 2010)

1081-1

The need to use the Monterey Highway corridor originated because
UPRR has a very narrow right-of-way in this area and has stated its
unwillingness to allow use of its right-of-way. The proposal to reduce
Monterey Highway from six to four lanes for the purpose of
accommodating the proposed HST project is supported by both the
City of San Jose and Caltrans. Detailed traffic analysis at the project-
level EIR/EIS will evaluate the potential impacts due to reduction in
lanes of Monterey Highway. Future traffic operations on Monterey
Highway and any other affected roadways will be evaluated to
determine the potential traffic impacts due to the proposed
modification of the highway. Feasible mitigation measures will also
be discussed at the project-level.

1081-2

We acknowledge the comment expressing concern about
derailments. Safety is of utmost concern to the Authority and the
high-speed train system is being designed to comply with all
applicable safety standards. As explained in the 2008 Final Program
EIR, international experience with high-speed train systems
demonstrates that they are one of the safest travel modes world
wide.

1081-3

Permanent potential traffic impacts will be only near the proposed
station areas or at road closures, which are anticipated to be few in
number. All other locations will have only temporary construction
impacts, if any. Detailed information and analysis of permanent and
temporary potential traffic impacts due to the proposed HST project
and feasible mitigation strategies will be included in project-level
EIR/EISs. Potential changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways
that result from HST section construction and effect of changed
traffic volumes on operations of roadways and critical intersections
will be analyzed in the project-level traffic impact analysis study.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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Comment Letter 1082 (Chris Davis, March 12, 2010)

1082
Kris Livingston
From: Christopher Davis [cdavis70&gmail.com]
Sent; Friday, March 12, 2010 2:24 PM
Tao: HSR Comments
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material  Comments

California High-Speed Rail Authority,

1 am writing to express my concern for the Program Alignment of the High Speed Rail route south of Diridon.
My wife and I bought a house in the North Willow Glen neighborhood in August of 2008 for ourselves and our
two young children, now five and three years old. We were very impressed with the friendly neighborhood
atmosphere and decided to purchase a home in need of improvement. Since we have been in our new home, we
have made upgrades both inside and out and we have met a number of other families who have made a similar
decision to move to this community and improve their homes. We are concerned however that our ever- 1082-1
improving neighborhood will be forever harmed by the High Speed Rail Authority's program alignment through
our neighborhood. While 1 can see the potential value of High Speed Rail with a stop nearby, 1 am concerned
that the HSRA is taking a short term view of it's implementation south of the Diridon Station. We prefer the I-
280/CA 87alternate route over the expansion of the Caltrain lines that run four blocks from our community.
Using the Caltrain route will introduce a significant increase in noise and further bisect our community. I
understand that underground options are not practical, but I believe the 1-280/CA 87 is practical, relatively
affordable, and will have significantly less negative impact on the community as a whole. Please commit to
including this alignment in the EIR/EIS and remove the current Program Alignment through our community
from consideration.

Best regards,
Chris Davis

Page 16-250
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Response to Letter 1082 (Chris Davis, March 12, 2010)

1082-1

If a network alternative is selected to San Jose, an 87-280
alternative alignment will be included in an alternatives analysis
process as part of a project-level EIR/EIS.

P Page 16-251
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1083 (Ken Eklund, April 7, 2010)

Kris Livingston

From: Ken Eklund jwriterguy. games@gmail com] on behalf of Ken Eklund
[writerguy@writerguy_com)]

Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2010 10:29 PM

To: San Jose to Merced Section EIR/EIS Team; HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR. Material Comments

Attachments: HSR San Jose Split-final-print. pdf

I wish to comment on the revisions to the EIR for High Speed Rail; my comments are included
in the attached 7-page document entitled "The San Jose Split.”

Thanks for your attention on this matter!

Ken Eklund

526 Fuller Avenue
San Jose CA 95125
408-280-1441

1083-1

Tunnel for San Jose Stop Trains

wonmemn \myum than 4~ tmr & tunnel option
ve on

(>m ng (Immoh SJ stauon
through S station - safe
arate from other trains, freight -

Split the train tracks, not our city.

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1083 - Continued

Synopsis:

Requested to include a tunne! option to the alignments it plans to study, the California High
Speed Rall Authority (CHSRA) has drafted an alignment that bores four separate tunnels
for trains. It has overlooked a much less expensive, more environmentally friendly tunnel
configuration: the San Jose Spiit. The San Jose Split bores only two tunnels (one each for
southbound and northbound trains stopping at San Jose); express trains avoid tunnels
altogether and instead fly along an aerial structure along the Highway 87 alignment.

The San Jose Spiit should be included in the EIR study for two reasons:

(a) It is superior to the CHSRA Tunnel. It will cost less, be less environmentally impactful,
afford greater operating flexibility to the train operator, afford a better train experience to
passengers, yet retain all the advantages that caused the City of San Jose to request a
tunnel option in the first place: it doesn’t spiit or impact any neighborhoods or cause a
visual bartier, and moves trains efficiently through the city.

(b) Because the San Jose Split costs significantly less and has lower environmental
impacts, and because it has safety advantages over other alignment options such as the
Program Alignment, it is viable as an option and therefore worthy of study.

1083-1
cont.

What is the San Jose Split?
The concept is very simple:

split the train tracks, not the city.

Briefly, the alignment splits the HSR rail traffic into two separate track alignments as it
approaches Diridon Station. Express trains (trains bypassing the San Jose station) take the
route shown in green on the accompanying map ~ an aboveground flyover that mainly
follows the Highway 87 corridor. Local HSR trains {trains stopping at San Jose),
meanwhile, take the route shown in biue — they enter a tunnel and stop at the San Jose
HSR station, which is underground.

Leverage the split that already is occurring

The San Jose Split leverages a little-noticed fact: there already is a rail line split in the
current CHSRA plans. All HSR alignments necessarily widen into four tracks in their
approach to Diridon Station, so the San Jose Split adds relatively little track.

Counterintuitively, perhaps, the most efficient route

The SJ Split seems easy to dismiss as impractical, but it's not. It's the most efficient
alternative, because each track simply does what it should without compromise. it's a clear
improvement on the HSRA's proposed tunnel alignment, and it offers advantages over the
CHSRA's program alignments and 87/280 alignments.

Sd Split’s advantages over the CHSRA Tunne! are easy to see
Compare the CHSRA Tunnel (this page) with the San Jose Split (next page). The CHSRA
Tunnel is complex and thus expensive; the San Jose Split tunnel is simple and thus
inexpensive and lower impact.

CHSRA Tunnel

ey

<

HST Tracks — Cross-section

This is the CHSRA Tunnel plan as posted on their website and presented to the public
on March 2. The tunnel begins as two tracks, northbound and southbound (shown in light
blue). Then each track widens to two (orange section) in a complex tunnel section that
CHSRA' tunnel expert identified as the most costly and difficult part of the operation. The
four parallel tunnels (purple section) run to the underground station (green section) with the
two express tracks to the outside. Note that the express tracks do not actually interface
with the station (60’ distance between its centerline and that of the local track) but they do
require ventifation, emergency escape, and other costly infrastructure, according to

CHSRA.

L OHNIA,
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1083 - Continued

1 HST Center Platform - Plan

| HST Tracks - Cross-section

This is the San Jose Split Tunnel pian, plotted using the same method as the CHSRA
Tunnel plan. lts advantages over the CHSRA tunnel plan are immediately apparent. The
northbound and southbound tracks each have a tunnel (again, light blue} which continues
to the underground station (again, in green). The simple tunnels are bored by machine,
which the CHSRA tunnel expert identified as the most inexpensive tunnefing method and
the best for safety and environmental protection. Unlike the CHSRA Tunnel Pian, there is
no underground work in excess of what is actually needed to bring a San Jose-bound train
to the San Jose station.

1083-1
cont.

The aerial part of the San Jose Spilit: Instead of routing express trains underground, the
San Jose Split routes them via an aerial track structure along the Highway 87 corridor. The
image above is from a CHSRA visualization of a similar aerial structure along Highway 87.
Refer to the SJ Split map (first page) to see an idea of how the route might go; a detailed
study would be needed to find the best alignment.

A billion dollars saved

A quick back-of-the-envelope calculation says that the price difference between the
complex CHSRA Tunnel and the simple San Jose Split tunnel is a billion dollars: by
avoiding boring half of the tunnels and especially by avoiding the need for non-mechanized
tunnel construction, we can have the San Jose Split tunnel for one-third the estimated cost
of the CHSRA Tunnel {$1.58).

According to CHSRA, an aerial structure is roughly two times the cost of a base track, and
a (simple) tunnel is six to ten times the cost of a base track. By those rough figures, we
could lay an aerial structure that was three to five times as long as the tunnel we avoid and
still come out even. As it is, the aerial part of the San Jose Split is nearly as direct as the
tunnel and so the cost for track, electrical support, etc. are approximately equal. We do
have to add the cost of procuring the right-of-way for the aerial portion of the SJ Split, but
this is a fraction of the extra cost required for the complex CHSRA Tunne! configuration.

The operational flexibility advantage of the SJ Split

The San Jose Split offers a critical advantage over the CHSRA Tunnel, because HSR trains
can continue to operate even if something goes wrong in the tunnel, CHSRA's operations
expert cited operational flexibility as key to a profitable HSR operation.

1083-1
cont.

L OHNIA,
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Comment Letter 1083 - Continued

The Split is environmentally friendlier
The San Jose Split is more environmentally friendly, because it drastically cuts the digging
and other infrastructure needed.

Conclusion 1: the San Jose Split is worthy of study
The San Jose Split compares favorably with the CHSRA Tunnel alignment and thus must
be included in the EIR study, either alongside or replacing the CHSRA Tunne! alignment.

Sd Split has advantages over the CHSRA Program Alignment

CHSRA's Program Alignment follows the existing Caltrain/Union Pacific right-of-way, which
means the HSR trains would be directly adjacent to residences and neighborhoods, as
well as next to or directly above the Caltrains, ACE trains, Amtraks and UP heavy freight
trains. The Program Alignment also would require an elevated train station to be built over
the common tracks and overshadowing neighborhoods and the historic Diridon Station.

Health and safety concerns

The Program Alignment sparks health and safety concerns because diesel trains would
pass under the station (diesel smoke being a well-known health hazard) and because
freight trains carry potentially hazardous and destructive cargoes. (Review the facts of the
tanker-truck crash that destroyed the Highway 880 interchange in April 2007, and you will
appreciate some of the safety and operational risks associated with putting high-speed rail
trains and its passengers next to or above freight trains.)

Visual impact, visual barrier

The Program Alignment would require a massive elevated train station to be built above
the train tracks at Diridon Station, a plan that has drawn much criticism for creating a 9-
story visual barrier. The HSR Station would be located right next to a high-density
residential area and thus would cause negative aesthetic impacts on the area and its
residents. The HSR Station would also overshadow and have a negative aesthetic impact
on the historic Diridon Station.

The Program Alignment builds on a mistake

The Program Alignment follows a “S-curve” rail alignment born of intense litigation in the
early part of the 20th century. It thus follows a path determined by politics and not at all
conducive to efficient train operations. Coming south from Diridon Station, the right-of-way
swings east, then immediately south again in connected 90-degree tumns. The tums
reduce sight lines and significantly increase wheel-on-track noise levels right where you
don't want it — broadcasted from an elevated position in an area which has homes abutting
the tracks on both sides. Since its inception this rail line has been a constant drag on this
area’s potential and a revenue drain on the City.

Serious neighborhood impact and barrier
South of Diridon Station, the Program Alignment makes a speed-limiting S-curve through
historic neighborhoods. The Program Alignment would move the two existing rail tracks

1083-2

and its traffic out of the right-of-way center to its southern edge, thus closer to homes, and
add another pair of tracks and its overhead electrical apparatus for HSR trains on an
embankment or aerial platform on the northern side of the right-of-way - aiso close to
homes. The program alignment thus wouid form a significant visual barrier for residents,
especially those in the historic Gardner neighborhood, which is at risk to become a
blighted neighborhood of San Jose (technically, it has already been so designated).

Speed the express on its way

In the train, express passengers will not go underground in San Jose, nor wili they have to
slow for the station or for S-curves. Instead they will get an express path with a great
panoramic view of the San Jose downtown.

In discussions on HSRA's website, it's estimated that every second of travel time saved is
worth a million dollars each year in competitive advantage.

Conclusion: the SJ Split compares favorably with the Program Alignment

and is therefore necessary to study

The SJ Spiit separates HSR trains from freight trains, Amtrak trains, ACE Trains, and
others at all points north of Tamien station. It removes HSR trains and the HSR station
from the Gardner, Gregory Plaza, North Willow Glen, Hannah-Gregory and St. Leo’s
neighborhoods, and thus does not add to rail corridor impacts on the people in these
communities nor contribute to blighting of these areas. It also improves HSR train

performance by fresing the HSR alignment from performance- and safety-timiting 8-

curves.

Thank you for your time and attention to this important addition to the HSR Environmental
Impact Report. Please take seriously the idea that the alternatives developed by CHSRA
are not the only ones with merit and worthy of investigation.

Ken Eklund
526 Fuller Avenue
San Jose CA 95125
(408) 280-1441

1083-2
cont.

L OHNIA,
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Response to Letter 1083 (Ken Eklund, April 7, 2010)

1083-1 1083-2

The Authority appreciates the comment. The Authority Board See Response to Comment 1083 — 1.
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid

and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and

at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008

program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives

has been carried forward into the project level alternatives

screening. The Authority will consider the comment as part of the

project-level EIR/EIS processes.
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Comment Letter 1084 (Julie Hardin, March 6, 2010)

1084

Kris Li\.rinﬂston

From: Julie Hardin [julieahardin@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, March 06, 2010 11:15 AM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

I can't believe that anyone would think that taking two lanes of Highway 101 for 8 miles through the Monterey
Highway corridor would not result in a traffic nightmare. Can't people remember what traffic was like there

before the highway was widened to 6 lanes? There were traffic backups there during week days and weekends

alike. 1 would imagine that Ben Tripousis, San Jose Department of Transportation, is smoking something 10841
illegal to say that there would be an insignificant impact. If this were a commuter project, one might argue that

traffic in that corridor would be lessened by the rail project, but high speed rail is NOT a commuter project. I

would imagine that commuters who live in Morgan Hill and Gilroy will have something to say about this, plus

the businesses like the Gilroy outlet malls and the Monterey aquarium, neither of which I would be visiting

again in light of the return to gridlock on Highway 101 on weekends.

Julie Hardin
136 S 16th St
San Jose, CA 95112
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1084 (Julie Hardin, March 6, 2010)

1084-1

The need to use the Monterey Highway corridor originated because
UPRR has stated its unwillingness to allow use of its right-of-way.
The proposal to reduce Monterey Highway from six to four lanes for
the purpose of accommodating the proposed HST project is
supported by both the City of San Jose and Caltrans. Detailed traffic
analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the potential
impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway. Future
traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any other affected
roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential traffic impacts
due to the proposed modification of the highway. Feasible
mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-level.
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Comment Letter 1085 (William R. Hough, April 24, 2010)

1085
Kris Livingston
From: Bill Hough [psa188@yahoo.com] L and
Sent: Saturday, April 24, 2010 2:56 PM 435 Néﬂh 2" Street
To: HSR Comments San Jose, CA 95112
Ce: Bill Hough !
Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR April 24, 2010
Attachments: HSR-EIS comments. pdf

Dan Leavitt  [Sent by Email: comments @hsr.ca.gov
California High-Speed Rai rity

Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority: 9;;lfflg'iﬁeet‘g§‘uhz ;34,,5("1 Authority
Sacramento, CA 95814

The attached letter contains Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program
EIR. Please add to the formal record and provide a detailed response.
P P Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Thank you
Dear Mr. Leavitt and the High Speed Rail Authority:

William Hough
This letter is to comment on the Draft Program Level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared on the
Authority’s proposed routing of the system in the San Francisco Bay Area. T am a taxpayer and resident of|
Santa Clara County and 1 am concerned that the California High-Speed Rail Authority has not adequately
analyzed various route alternatives into and through the San Francisco Bay Area. The Authority’s proposed
project routing would have extremely significant and negative impacts on the San Francisco Peninsula. Impacts
would be experienced by me, my family, my neighborhood, and by the natural environment.

1085-1

Based on my expertise, 1 have the following comment to make on the Draft EIR:

The Altamont Pass Alternative necds to be re-evaluated, taking into account the California High-Speed
Rail Authority’s “Altamont Corridor Rail Project” which CHSRA describes thusly: “The Altamont
Corridor Rail Project is intended to provide a ‘world class’ rail connection between northern San
Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area via Altamont Pass and the Tri-Valley area. The project would provide
a new dedicated passenger line capable of supporting intercity and commuter rail service which would
vastly improve the existing Allamont Commuter Express (ACE) service operating between Stockton and
San Jose, as well as serve as a feeder to the statewide high-speed train system under development by the
California High-Speed Rail Authority.”

1085-2
Building the “Altamont Corridor Rail Project” in addition to the CHSRA’s “Pacheco Pass Alternative” will
essentially double the negative environmental impacts that only building one route would cause. Additionally, a
future extension of the high-speed rail system to Sacramento would be less expensive and environmentally
intrusive if the “Altamont Corridor Rail Project” alignment is also used for the Bay Area to Central Valley
segment of high-speed rail. Therefore, the CHSRA needs to properly re-evaluate the route and alignment for the,
Bay Area to Central Valley project segment, completely comparing the environmental and economic impacts
and economic and ridership benefits of the alternative alignments previously rejected in a cursory manner.

Please review and analyze the Bay Area to Central Valley routes again, taking the “Altamont Corridor Rail
Project” into account. Please provide a detailed analysis of combining the two projects, and building only one
Bay Area-Central Valley link. Do not dismiss this comment out of hand with a glib and unhelpful statement
such as “the California High-Speed Rail Authority has determined that the Pacheco route is superior.” The
justification for the Pachaco route in the original “Bay Area to Central Valley Final Program EIR/EIS” was not
sufficient and should not be repeated without elaboration again.

Page 16-259

L OHNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Individuals

Comment Letter 1085 - Continued

Page 2 Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR

Additionally, the cities of Palo Alto, Menlo Park and the Town of Atherton sent detailed comment letters
formally responding to the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR. For brevity, 1 will not
reiterate each agency’s comments here but I wish to add my support for the issues raised in cach of their 1085-3
comment letters. Again, when responding to all comments, please avoid vague and unsubstantiated generalities.

The law requires the Authority to do a much better investigation and documentation of the impacts the cities of
Palo Alto, Menlo Park, the Town of Atherton discuss in their letters and route analysis that T have described
above. Furthermore, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires you to identify ways to
eliminate or to mitigate these impacts to the greatest degree feasible. You should redesign the project to include
measures to achieve that legal requirement, such as combining the “Altamont Corridor Rail Project” with the
Bay Area to Central Valley segment of the high-speed rail route.

1085-4

1 request you to revise the current Draft EIR to address these concerns, and that you then recirculate a Revised
Draft EIR for further review and comment by the public.

Thank you for taking my comments and concerns into account, as CEQA requires.

Yours truly,

William R. Hough
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1085 (William R. Hough, April 24, 2010)

1085-1

Comment acknowledged. The May 2008 Final Program EIR
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation
strategies to address the impacts. The current Revised Draft
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts
than previously anticipated. The Authority will consider adopting
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new
decision.

1085-2

The Altamont Corridor was evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR
and was identified as having great potential for Regional Rail
passenger service. Currently, the Authority is pursuing a “regional
joint-use” project in Altamont Corridor with support from local and
regional partners. The project will serve a different Purpose and
Need from the HST system serving the Northern California regional
market. Per the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Regional
Rail Plan, Altamont Corridor is a complement to both the regional
network as well as the statewide HST network.

The Authority is working with regional rail partners for this work,
including: (1) Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, (2)
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), (3) BART, (4) Caltrain, (5)
Capitol Corridor, (6) California Partnership for the San Joaquin
Valley, (7) Metropolitan Transportation Commission, (8) San Joaquin
Council of Governments, (9) Tri Valley Policy Advisory Committee.

The key goals and objectives of this work are:

Providing a regional rail improvement linking the northern San
Joaquin Valley with the Bay Area

Improving ACE service (operating between Stockton and San
Jose)

Providing connectivity and accessibility to Oakland and Oakland
International Airport

Connecting to northern California HST lines and accommodate
compatible light weight train sets serving regional destinations

The Authority disagrees that alternatives were rejected in a
cursory manner, and that the Program EIR evaluation and
justifications for the preferred alternative were insufficient.
Please see Standard Response 10 regarding Alternatives.

Authority staff believe this Revised Final Program EIR Material
provides sufficient information for the Authority board to make a
decision of a preferred route from the Bay Area to the Central Valley.

1085-3
Comment acknowledged.

1085-4

Please see Standard Response 3 regarding level of detail for impacts
analysis and mitigation. Please see Standard Response 10 regarding
alternatives.
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Comment Letter 1086 (Cynthia D’Agosta, April 23, 2010)

1086

Kris Livingston
From: gdblick@aol.com .
Sent: Manday, April 26, 2010 4:41 PM Aprit 23, 2010

: HS u N N .
;Ehject; EIRchr?:r;r;‘:[;[ittached California High Speed Rail Authority
Attachments: April 26.doc.doc Attn: Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

For the record. Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Authority's

March 2010 Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft Program EIR Material.
The California HST project will have a long-lasting and far-reaching impact on the City of San
Jose and surrounding jurisdictions, and our entire State. As a native Californian and resident of
San Jose, | am participating in this discussion. | have reviewed the Revised Draft Program EIR
and have the following comments:

1086-1

A. General Comments:

A.2-5 - The need to evaluate impacts from Union Pacific Railroad's (UPRR) recent refusal to
share it, ROW opens up the possibility of considering new alternative alignments for not only the
Pacheco Pass alignments but also the Altamont Pass alignments, including an Altamont Pass
alignment that would run along State Route 84 through the East Bay rather than along the
UPRR ROW.

B. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures:

B.1 General Comments

B.1-1 - The document fails to disclose or adequately analyze the project's potential land use and
transportation impacts associated with the use of the shared Caltrain/lUPRR ROW between San
Francisco and San Jose, and the UPRR ROW from San Jose to Gilroy. Perhaps more
importantly, the document fails to discuss the potential necessity of locating the project
alignment away from either segment of this ROW, particularly in the San Jose to Gilroy segment
where the UPRR owns and controls the corridor. The potential need for a new project alignment
in these areas necessitates a revised analysis of project impacts.

1086-2

B.1-2 - The impact discussion focuses on a corridor 50 feet to either side of the existing corridor
or 50 feet to either side of the centerline of the new HST alignments. It is far too early in the
analysis to know exactly how much area of the corridor will need to be studied or mitigated for,
as that level of understanding will come with more specific study of each route chosen. The
analysis should call for a varying width of corridor for impacts, precise widths to be determined
as species or natural resources are identified in the project EIR's. Some impacts, such as noise,
can have a significant effect several hundred or even several thousand feet away from the
project corridor. Impacts to wildlife such as birds, whose range is far reaching beyond the tracks
must be considered when determining areas of analysis. The impact discussion should be
revised to use appropriately sized impact corridors as appropriate for each specific impact, with
no corridor narrower than 500 feet to either side of the proposed HST corridor.

1086-3
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Comment Letter 1086 - Continued

B.2 Aesthetics and Visual Impacts alignment before the 38 miles are added on. Similarly, the impacts depend on the

X i ) . nature/severity of the impacts encountered. One significant impact in a short stretch of
B.2-1-The Revised Program EIR fails to.address a number of issues related to aesthetics and | e 4 alignment would have more weight than several, or indeed many, less than significant impacts 1086-10
visual impacts. Many of the proposed project elements (such as an the train itself, overhead in a longer stretch of alignment cont,
wires, sound walls, and transmission lines) would likely have a significant visual impact, and )
these impacts are neither fully addressed nor sufficiently mitigated. C.4.3 - The document perpetuates a common error in only considering threatened and

} , . endangered species (T&E species). EIRs and EISs are not environmental compliance

B.2-2 - The document fails to address the visual impacts of elevated structures and the documents. They are environmental impact assessment documents. Yet there is no 1086-11
associated 45 miles of sound walls proposed as mitigation for noise eff.ects; These structures consideration of the potential for impacts to many non-T &E species, especially keystone
would represent a significant change to the visual character of the corridor. The document also | 1086-5 species, particularly in terms of habitat loss and fragmentation.

fails to address the shade and shadow impacts of these proposed elevated

structures and sound walls. C.4-4 - The document does not address the wide-ranging effects of air and water emissions

. . ) (pollution) and noise on biological resources, particularly wildlife and their critical habitat. The
B.2-3 - The document fails to address how any new vehicle or pedestrian overpasses would harmful effects of pollution have contributed to the listing of numerous species under the
affect the visual environment. Such structures would be significant new elements in the visual 1086-6 Endangered Species Act, yet the document focuses on the direct impacts associated
landscape, and their visual impacts need to be addressed in the EIR. with the loss of habitat. Habitat fragmentation and degradation are not addressed. The indirect | [g6.12
effects of air, water, noise, and other emissions, even if they meet regulatory and/or permit “
thresholds, are ignored. Not all habitats are of equal value. Certain habitats disproportionately
contribute to ecosystem functioning and are analogous to keystone species. Even non-keystone
habitats vary in quality with very different functional value. These nuances are ignored or
overlooked, and should be the major focus of affected environmental discussions.

C.3 Agriculture

C.3-1 - Direct impacts to agricultural resources would occur if the HST alignment and
associated infrastructure (substations, utility lines, etc.) needed to pass through lands that are
currently in agriculturat use. The document fails to adequately address the loss of prime 1086-7
agricultural land, particularly if the proposed ROW must be relocated away from the UPRR
ROW within the San Jose to Gilroy corridor. This relocation could be necessitated by UPRR's
refusal to share a ROW with the HST system. Local, State and Federal agricultural mitigation
programs must be recognized when establishing mitigation methods and amounts.

C.4-5 - The document fails to address the potential loss of valuable wildlife habitat, including
wetlands, particularly if the proposed right-of-way must be relocated away from the 1086-13
Caltrain/UPRR right-of-way anywhere along the San Francisco to Gilroy corridor.

Regards,

C.4 Biological Resources
Cynthia D'Agosta

3403 Calico Ave.

C.4.1 - Statements such as those on page 7-13 (second paragraph, lines 4-7) ..."That the
San Jose, CA 95124

preferred alternative to San Francisco would have slightly less potential impacts on wetlands
(15.6 ac vs. 17A ac), waterbodies (3.8 ac vs: 4.5 ac), and streams (20,276 linear ft. vs.
21,788linear ft), but would have slightly more potential impacts on floodplains (520.6 ac VS.
477.5 ac) and species (plant and wildlife) ... " are not very helpful without knowing something 1086-8
about the current quality, trends, susceptibility, and other threats (cumulative or otherwise) to
these resources. An attempt to look at these from a landscape point of view should be
considered. Just providing disturbed acreage estimates can be very misleading, and could
support or lead to incorrect conclusions about the comparative severity of impacts between
alternatives.

Please explain the process of analysis used, and values given to different wetland, waterbodies,
and streams in determining “less” and “slightly less” impacts.

Impacts to movement of wildlife by the tracks in all options of alignment, sound walls and 1086.9
affiliated structures must be included in the analysis.

C.4.2 - Itis a mistake to equate only miles of disturbance with environmental impacts: For
example, on page 7-15, second paragraph, lines 5-8, the document states, "However, this
alternative has greater environmental impacts ... since it requires nearly 38 additional miles of B

HST alignment to be constructed along the east bay" and repeats this statement on page 7-18, 1086-10
third paragraph, lines 5-7. The severity of the environmental impact depends on what biological
resources are encountered in those 38 additional miles, and what is encountered in the original
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Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1086 (Cynthia D’Agosta, April 23, 2010)

1086-1
See Standard Responses 9 and 10.

1086-2

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material is specifically intended to
address the final judgment in the Town of Atherton litigation. The
judgment required the Authority to recirculate the EIR with a revised
discussion clarifying the location of HST track between San Jose and
Gilory, impacts on surrounding businesses and residences,
construction impacts on Monterey Highway and impacts on UPRR
use of it's right-of-way and it's spurs. Chapter 2 of the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material clarifies that the alignment would be adjacent
to UPRR right-of-way, and not within UPRR right-of-way. Chapter 2
also includes a revised land use, traffic, aesthetics and visual quality,
and cultural resources analyses in light of the clarified HST track
location. Chapter 3 of the Revised Draft Program EIR Material
discusses the potential need for additional property if UPRR right-of-
way cannot be used for the HST system. Chapter 3 notes that San
Francisco to San Jose is unique because the right-of-way is owned
by Caltrain rather than UPRR. Also see Standard Responses 2 and
3\

1086-3

Chapter 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Chapter 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discus the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might

result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

1086-4

Impacts to aesthetics and visual resources are discussed in Chapter
3.9 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR and in Chapter 2.4 of the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material. Chapter 3.9 identified potential
visual impacts of the HST including catenary, soundwalls, fencing,
electrical substations, overcrossings, bridges, tunnel portals, walls,
stations, and support facilities. As noted in Chapter 3.9, the
Authority is committed to working with local agencies and
communities during subsequent project-level environmental review
to develop systemwide design elements that draw from the best
practices worldwide and work at the project-level of design and
analysis to develop context-sensitive aesthetic designs and
treatments for HST infrastructure. Visual impacts will also be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

1086-5

Visual impacts related to elevated structures and soundwalls were
evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the May 2008 Final
Program EIR and in Chapter 2.4 of the Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. Shadow impacts were also identified in Chapter 3.9 of the
May 2008 Final Program EIR as an issue to be analyzed at the
project level. Visual impacts will also be further examined in detail
at the project level because they are a product of the HST system
design, and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the
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impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at
the project level.

1086-6

Visual impacts related to vehicle and pedestrian overcrossings and
undercrossings were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR and in Chapters 2.4 and 4.1 of
the Revised Draft Program EIR Material. Visual impacts will also be
further examined in detail at the project level because they are a
product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and
mitigation can only be done at the project level.

1086-7

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The revised project
description does not result in changes to the discussion of farmland
impacts as included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, however,
because that analysis already considered land beneath a road or
railroad right-of-way as potential farmland, as defined by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. The placement of HST tracks adjacent to the
UPRR right-of-way does not increase the level of impact. The
mitigation strategies included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR
include permanent protection for farmlands by securing easements
or participating in mitigation banks, and coordination with local,
state, federal, and private farmland protection programs. These
strategies will be considered by the Authority for inclusion in a
programmatic mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and for
refining and applying in the project-level EIR/EISs as more detailed
information becomes available.

Response to Comments from Individuals

1086-8

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Like the original Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated material involves a
programmatic level of detail. The data for biological resources and
wetlands were interpreted and synthesized to the appropriate level
for a program-level environmental analysis. Refer to Chapter 8 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR and Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft
Program EIR that discuss the relative environmental impact
differences between preferred Pacheco Pass network alternative and
the most promising Altamont Pass network alternative. Based on
this information, the U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
concurred that the Pacheco Pass network alternative serving San
Francisco via San Jose was the corridor most likely to contain the
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) in
2008.

1086-9

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not

one of those topics. Impacts to wildlife movement were considered

in Chapter 3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.

Mitigation strategies to minimize impacts on sensitive species and
habitat and wildlife movement corridors are included in the 2008
Final Program EIR. These include the following:

e Construct wildlife underpasses, bridges, and/or large culverts to
facilitate known wildlife movement corridors.

e Ensure that wildlife crossings are of a design, shape, and size to
be sufficiently attractive to encourage wildlife use.

e Provide appropriate vegetation to wildlife overcrossings and
undercrossings to afford cover and other species requirements.

@&ﬁ‘;‘fﬁﬂmﬁ
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e Establish functional corridors to provide connectivity to protected
land zoned for uses that provide wildlife permeability.

e Design protective measures for wildlife movement corridors in
consultation with resource agencies.

e Use aerial structures or tunnels to allow for unhindered crossing
by wildlife.

1086-10

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources impacts
were not identified as requiring further work. Like the original Bay
Area to Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated material
involves a programmatic level of detail. The data for biological
resources and wetlands were interpreted and synthesized to the
appropriate level for a program-level environmental analysis. Refer
to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in Chapter
8 of the Final Program EIR, the U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers concurred with this level of information to identify the
Pacheco Pass network alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose
was the corridor most likely to contain the Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) in 2008. The Superior
Court in the Town of Atherton case concluded that the level of detail
was adequate for a Program EIR.

1086-11

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The biological analysis was based on the thresholds
and criteria set in CEQA Appendix G. Impacts on nonsensitive
species and habitats were not considered a criterion to base
decisions of identifying a preferred alternative. Methods of impact
evaluation for the project were developed with input from both state
and federal resource agencies. Additional detailed information

Response to Comments from Individuals

regarding potentially affected species will be provided in the
subsequent project-level environmental evaluation and
documentation. This information will include species descriptions,
distribution, seasonal activity, range, reproduction, habitat
characteristics, population status, threats, conservation status, and a
detailed evaluation of effects of the project and proposed mitigation.

1086-12

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The analysis in Chapter 3.15 also identifies the need
for field reconnaissance—level surveys to be conducted as part of the
future Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. These future
surveys will determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along
the entire preferred HST network alternative and surrounding areas.
Impacts on nonsensitive species and habitats were not considered a
criterion to base decisions of identifying a preferred alternative.
Methods of impact evaluation for the project were developed with
input from both state and federal resource agencies. Additional
detailed information regarding potentially affected species will be
provided in the subsequent project-level environmental evaluation
and documentation. This information will include species
descriptions, distribution, seasonal activity, range, reproduction,
habitat characteristics, population status, threats, conservation
status, and a detailed evaluation of effects of the project and
proposed mitigation.This detailed analysis will also identify
specifically where there are construction and operation impacts,
including noise, vibration, and potential pollution concerns, on critical
wildlife corridors, wetlands, sensitive habitat, and special-status
species. At the project level, alignments would be further designed
to avoid or minimize potential impacts. Mitigation strategies
identified at the program level will be refined and applied at the
project level to mitigate significant impacts. The Authority will
continue coordination with all agencies and organizations involved to
identify specific issues and develop solutions that avoid, minimize,
and mitigate potential biological impacts.
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1086-13

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The revised project
description does not result in changes to the discussion of biological
resources and wetland impacts as included in the May 2008 Final
Program EIR, however, because the study area as discussed in the
2008 Final Program EIR extended out 1,000 ft in urban areas and
0.25 mile in rural areas on each side of the alignment. The impacts
analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR, therefore remains valid.

Response to Comments from Individuals
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Comment Letter 1087 (Bob Jansen, April 5, 2010)

1087
Kris Livingston

From: Bob Jansen [jansenr@sbeglobal net]

Sent: Monday, Apnl 05, 2010 1:51 PM

To: HSR Comments

Cc: Bob Jansen

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Re: Opposition to using Monterey Highway route through San Jose & especially decreasing Monterey Highway traffic
lanes

As & longtime resident just west of Monterey Highway in San Jose, | am very concemed and very much against the
proposal, of running the high speed rail paraliel to/along Monterey Highway and especially for the current proposal to
decrease the quantity of lanes from three to two or less due to UPRR's rejection of using their tracks. Three reasons - 1)| 1ne7.;
increased noise, rail volume & vibration of the ground, 2) increased traffic congestion on Monterey Highway as well as
increase of traffic caused risks through paraliel neighborhoods and 3) decreasing real estate values & increased
homeowners maintenance costs as a result of more train activity.

The increase in noise of, did | read, the anticipated 86 more trains per day, added to the additional ground vibration
potentially causing damage to house foundations & exterior wall coverings (cracks in stucco), appurtenant structures, hot
tubs, swimming pools, patios, not to mention fences and landscape is something which can not be accepted. This will 1087-2
cause homeowners costs which normally would not be an issue in addition to a decrease in current quality of life from the
increased noise.

The increase in traffic congestion, traffic jams and accidents due to decreasing traffic lanes from three to two or less -
especially during commute hours also is of major concern. This can potentially cause drivers to go through the local
neighborhoods to bypass congested intersections verses remaining on Monterey Highway impacting safety and creating
risks to neighborhoods, joggers, and children with increased traffic, especially at increased speeds, well over the normal
25 MPH.

1087-3

Real estate values have taken a major hit recently due to the recession and the economy - we don't need another item to
decrease them even more. Between potential increased maintenance costs of house, structure etc, as mentioned above, | 1937.4
due to a major increase of rail activity (volume & ground vibration) coupled with the increase of noise could further
decrease home values. Will there be any reimbursements for these costs and impact to real estate values ?

The Altamont Pass option, in my mind, would be a much better alternative than the current proposed path. 1087-5
Thank you for your consideration.
Bob Jansen

(4087) 629-0556
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Response to Letter 1087 (Bob Jansen, April 5, 2010)

1087-1

Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the
impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway on traffic,
circulation, parking and pedestrian and bicycle facilities if a Pacheco
alignment is selected. Feasible mitigation measures will also be
discussed at the project-level. The results of the analysis will be
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.
Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the
impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway. Future
traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any other affected
roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential traffic impacts
due to the proposed modification of the highway. Given that the
HST alignment in this area did not change but rather was more
clearly defined in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material the
noise evaluation did not change from the 2008 Final Program EIR
Mitigation strategies for noise are provided in Section 3.4.5 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. See also Standard Responses 3, 5, and 6.

1087-2
See Standard Response 3.

More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.

1087-3

Comment noted. The need to use the Monterey Highway corridor
originated because UPRR has stated its unwillingness to allow use of
its right-of-way. The proposal to reduce Monterey Highway from six
to four lanes for the purpose of accommodating the proposed HST
project is supported by both the City of San Jose and Caltrans.
Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the
potential impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway.
Future traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any other
affected roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential
traffic impacts due to the proposed modification of the highway.
Potential for traffic congestion to change or disrupt access or
circulation of emergency vehicles will also be evaluated.

1087-4
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values.

1087-5
Comment acknowledged.
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1088

Kris Livingston

From: Carlos Martinez [carlosmart @ gmail.com)

Sent: Friday, March 05, 2010 11:31 AM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: carlosmart & gmail.com

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Hello,

I'm a San Jose resident who lives next to Monterrey Highway, between Blossom Hill Rd and Bemal Rd. | just went
through the the Revised Draft Program EIR Material available on the California High Speed Rail Authority website, and
noticed that the document was updated yesterday with the following verbiage:

“Between south San Jose and Gilroy, property acquisition would be required where the HST alignment would

be adjacent to the UPRR, East of Gilroy, the alignment would travel or through rural land.” foss-1

The revised document also indicates that there will be a 'higher magnitude’ of properties affected
by the project between San Jose and Gilroy. Like many other residents in the Silver Leaf
neighborhood, my backyard faces Monterrey Hwy. Do you know if there's a high likelihood residents
in my neighborhood who are next to Monterrey Hwy wilt have their properties acquired as part of
the HSR? :

Any information you could provide would be greatly appreciated.

Regards,
Carlos Martinez
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1088-1

Because this is a program-level document, the analysis considered
the potential for property impacts on a broad scale. Potential
project-level impacts on property will be addressed at the project-
level. See also Standard Responses 3 and 6.
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Tosy

Kris Livingston

From: son t. nguyen [son_ots @ yahoo.com)

Sent: Sunday, March 07, 2010 5:29 PM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: nguyen son

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Dralt Program EIR Material Comments

Attn:Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Shrinking the highway from six lanes to four from Umbarger to Metcalf road surely will create traffic
congestion nightmare in South San Jose. I've been driving to work from South San Jose to Sunnyvale for the
last 15 years to see the 101North grid lock starts from Hellyer all the way to Old Oakland Road. Lots of people] jng9.1
including myself often use Monterey road as the alternative; yet, it’s been a 45 minute trip for a 15 mile
distance every morning. The traffic sure will also get worst when the new shopping center, and resident area
next to the IBM/Hitachi was completed. Shrinking the Monterey Road from 6 lanes to 4 lanes surely is a bad
decision.
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1089-1

Comment noted. The need to use the Monterey Highway corridor
originated because UPRR has stated its unwillingness to allow use of
its right-of-way. The proposal to reduce Monterey Highway from six
to four lanes for the purpose of accommodating the proposed HST
project is supported by both the City of San Jose and Caltrans.
Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the
impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway. Future
traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any other affected
roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential traffic impacts
due to the proposed modification of the highway. Potential for traffic
congestion to change or disrupt access or circulation of emergency
vehicles will also be evaluated.
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1090
Kris Livingston

From: Allison Baerin [jaszpurr@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 20101 42 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

1 am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn having adverse
effects on the community.

1090-1
If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of Fuller
Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative "medium level"
noise and vibration impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact assessment of the
proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed before the

. . . . . s . . . 1090-2
EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts,
aesthetics, noise, property impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You!

Allison Baerin
Sunnyvale, CA
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1090-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1090-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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191
Kris Livingston
From: Ruben and Sara Chavez [rehavez0150@charter.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 3:00 PM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: “Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments”

=>TO: Dan Leaviu

>California High-Speed Rail Authority

=1 am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn having
adverse effects on the community.

z 1091-1
>If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of Fuller B
Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative "medium level"|
noise and vibration impacts to the residential neighborhood.

>

>Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact assessment of the
proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed before the 10912
EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts,
aesthetics, noise, property impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

>

>Thank You!

>
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Response to Letter 1091 (Ruben and Sara Chavez, April 14, 2010)

1091-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1091-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1092 (Mary Craig, April 14, 2010)

1092

Kris Livingston

From: Mary Craig [mary@maryscraig.com]

Sent: ‘Wednesday, April 14, 2010 §:23 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

I am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glen having
adverse effects on the community.

. s 1092-1
If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of <
Fuller Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative
"medium level" noise and vibration impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact assessment of the
proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed
before the EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based
on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property impacts, constructability, cost, and community
acceptance.

1092-2

Thank You!

Ay gy
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Response to Letter 1092 (Mary Craig, April 14, 2010)

1092-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1092-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1093 (Christina Harper, April 14, 2010)

1093

Kris L gston

From: Christina Harper [christinaharper@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 1:46 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

am ¢ o th t
Glenn having adverse e

cts on the community.
1093-1
If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church,

and much of Fuller Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that
there would be a negative "medium level" noise and vibration impacts to the residential

neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact
assessment of the proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280
and Route 87 be completed before the EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide 1093-2
for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property
impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You!

Christina Harper
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Response to Letter 1093 (Christina Harper, April 14, 2010)

1093-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1093-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1094 (R. E. MacCrisken, April 14, 2010)

1094
Kris Livingston

From: MacCrisken@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 5:08 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

I am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail reute through North Willow Glenn
having adverse effects on the community.

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and 10941
much of Fuller Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there
would be a negative "medium level" noise and vibration impacts to the residential
neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact
assessment of the proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and
Route 87 be completed before the EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a
full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property impacts,
constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

1094-2

Thanking you for your time,

R. E. MacCrisken</HTML>
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Response to Letter 1094 (R. E. MacCrisken, April 14, 2010)

1094-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1094-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1095 (Katy McCleary, April 14, 2010)

1095

Kris Livimston

From: Katy McCleary [katymccleary@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 1:43 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

I am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn having adverse
effects on the community.

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of Fuller 1095-1
Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative "medium level'|

noise and vibration impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact assessment of the

proposed alternative route which would align the SR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed before the
EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, 10952
aesthetics, noise, property impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance. -

Thank You!
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Response to Letter 1095 (Katy McCleary, April 14, 2010)

1095-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1095-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1096 (Stephanie Neal, April 14, 2010)

1096

Kris Livingston

From: Stephanie Neal [skcastro@sbeglobal net]

Sent: Wednasday, April 14, 2010 2:13 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EiR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavilt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

| am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn having adverse effects on

the community.
1096-1

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of Fulier Park. in
addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative "medium level" noise and vibration

impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, | am requesting that a full impact assessment of the proposed

alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed before the EIR report is closed. [ 19962
The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property

impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You!

Stephanie Neal
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Response to Letter 1096 (Stephanie Neal, April 14, 2010)

1096-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1096-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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1097
Kris Livingston

From: Laura Newman |dragoncaverns@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 2:08 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material  Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

1 am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn
having adverse effects on the community.

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and 1097-1
much of Fuller Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there
would be a negative "medium level" noise and vibration impacts to the residential
neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact
assessment of the proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 286 and
Route 87 be completed before the EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a 1097-2
full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property impacts,
constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You,

Laura Newman
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1097-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1097-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1098 (Klaudia Ocano, April 14, 2010)

1098
Kris Livingston
From: Klaudia Ocano [klaudiascano@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 2:24 PM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-Speed Rail Authority

I am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn having adverse
effects on the community.

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and much of Fuller 10981
Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there would be a negative "medium level”

noise and vibration impacts to the residential neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact assessment of the
proposed aliernative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and Route 87 be completed before the

! R ot ; o . o . A 1098-2
EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a full comparison of this option based on visual impacts,
aesthetics, noise, property impacts, constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You!
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1098-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1098-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1099 (Nathalie Otala, April 14, 2010)

99
Kris Livingston
From: Nathalie Otals [nathalie@otala.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 1:45 PM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
TO: Dan Leavitt
california High-Speed Rail Authority
First I would like to say that I think High Speed Rail is essential. Please don't let the 109-1

request for more studies keep this from happening.

I am concerned with the currently proposed High Speed Rail route through North Willow Glenn
having adverse effects on the community.

If the planned route is implemented the community will lose numerous houses, a church, and 1099-2
much of Fuller Park. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report results show that there
would be a negative "medium level" noise and vibration impacts to the residential
neighborhood.

Based on these negative impacts to the community, I am requesting that a full impact
assessment of the proposed alternative route which would align the HSR along Route 280 and
Route 87 be completed before the EIR report is closed. The analysis should provide for a 1099-3
full comparison of this option based on visual impacts, aesthetics, noise, property impacts,
constructability, cost, and community acceptance.

Thank You!
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Response to Letter 1099 (Nathalie Otala, April 14, 2010)

1099-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1099-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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Comment Letter 1100 (Deirdre B. McGaffey, April 15, 2010)

I

Kris Livingston

From: DB Schwein [ddu@i-ddb.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 10:12 AM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

TO: Dan Leavitt
California High-5peed Rail Authority

Dear Mr. Leavitt;

I am concerned with what I have heard about the currently proposed High Speed Rail route
through North Willow Glenn having an adverse effects on the residential community.

The current route will cause the community to lose numerous houses, a church, and a portion 1100-1
of Fuller Park. The Environmental Impact Report results also show that there would be
vibration and "medium level” noise issues for the residences.
I am adding my voice to the request to have a full impact assessment of the proposed
alternative route, which would align the railway along Route 28@ and Route 87, be completed
1100-2

before the EIR report is closed.
This alternate route seems to address most of the issues I have mentioned, and should provide

a good comparison to the current proposal.

Thank you for your time.
Regards;
Deirdre B McGaffey

ddb@i-ddb.com
408-829-3832

Page 16-294

L OHNIA,



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Individuals

Response to Letter 1100 (Deirdre B. McGaffey, April 15, 2010)

1100-1

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.

1100-2

Comment acknowledged. As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an
alternative south of San Jose along the 1-280 and SR-87 to avoid
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood. The Authority and
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR
process.
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